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City of Sacramento
Police Department

5/31/2016

Date Range Reported:
Total Number of Collisions: 34
Total Numberof Persons Injured 28
Total Number of Persons Killed 2

Report#

11-41798

11-134820

11-137434

11-176247

11-232775

11-248029

11-249154

11-251094

11-274374

11-314197

11-316588

11-340470

Date

2/8/11 18:01

5/5/11 15:09
5/7/11 20:16
6/16/11 20:33
8/11/11 18:37
8/26/11 20:09
8/27/11 20:25
8/29/11 19:30
9/21/11 22:07
11/1/11 18:40
11/4/11  6:30

11/30/11 15:10

1/1/11 - 12/31/15

Time Location

Valley Hi Dr & Valley
Green Dr

Center Pkwy & Valley
Hi Dr

Center Pkwy & Arroyo
Vista Dr

Franklin Blvd & Calvine
Rd

Amapola Way &
Millport Way

Center Pkwy & Arroyo
Vista Dr

Franklin Blvd & Bassett
Way

Lake Pleasant Dr &
Franklin Blvd

Center Pkwy &
Cosumnes River Blvd

Center Pkwy &
Ehrhardt Ave

Center Pkwy & Valley
Hi Dr

Center Pkwy &
Ehrhardt Ave

Dist.

0

g

60'

45'

9

12

100

Dir.

In Int.

South

North

In Int.

North

In Int.

In Int.

East

South

North

In Int.

South

Collision Report Summary

Type of
Collision

Vehicle -
Pedestrian
Sideswipe
Vehicle -
Pedestrian
Rear-End
Sideswipe
Vehicle -
Pedestrian
Broadside
Broadside
Broadside
Head-On

Broadside

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Motor Veh.

Involved With

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Bicycle

Bicycle

Bicycle

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Dir. of

Travel 1

North

South

East

South

North

South

South

West

North

North

South

West

Movement

Making Right
Turn

Making Right
Turn

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Making Right
Turn

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Stopped In
Road

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Making Right
Turn

Dir. of
Prec. Coll. 1 Travel 2

West

East

South

South

North

West

West

North

South

South

East

West

Movement
Prec. Coll. 2

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Not Stated

Proceeding
Straight

Stopped In
Road

Proceeding
Straight

Making Right
Turn

Other

Making Right
Turn

Making Right
Turn

Making Right
Turn

Other

0

Page 1
PCF Inj. Kil.
Ped R/W Violation 0
Improper Turning 1
Pedestrian 0
Violation
Unknown 0
Unknown 1
Ped R/W Violation 1
Wrong Side of 0
Road
Unknown 1
Driving Under 1
Influence
Wrong Side of 1
Road
Lights 1
Improper Turning Q0





Report#

12-132331

12-154341

12-262835

12-263137

12-305331

12-313911

12-342970

12-347481

13-39308

13-61749

13-94558

13-193822

13-219412

13-286617

13-306785

Date

5/16/12

6/6/12

9/21/12

9/21/12

11/6/12

11/16/12

12/20/12

12/26/12

2/13/13

3/8/13

4/12/13

7/21/13

8/15/13

10/22/13

11/13/13

7:40

19:21

747

14:25

19:15

17:23

12:42

4:15

15:11

16:30

21:10

14:05

18:30

7:35

15:08

Time Location

Ehrhardt Ave & Center
Pkwy

Dutton Way &
Montpelier Way

Valley Hi Dr & Kentwal
Dr

Del Vista Cir & Carlin
Ave (N)

Franklin Bivd &
Cosumnes River Blvd

Center Pkwy & Arroyo
Vista Dr

Center Pkwy &
Ehrhardt Ave

Valley Hi Dr & Golden
Field Way

Calvine Rd & Carlin Ave

Ehrhardt Ave & Center
Pkwy

Valley Hi Dr & Center
Pkwy

Franklin Bivd &
Cosumnes River Blvd

Valley Hi Dr & Valley
Green Dr

Valley Hi Dr & Kentwal
Dr

Center Pkwy &
Ehrhardt Ave

Dist.

125

264

74'

150

95'

280

33

57

Dir.

West

West

East

East

In Int.

In Int.

South

East

In Int.

West

In Int.

North

West

East

In Int.

Type of
Collision

Broadside

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Broadside
Broadside
Vehicle -

Pedestrian
Broadside
Broadside
Vehicle -

Pedestrian

Broadside

Motor Veh.

Involved With

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Dir. of

Travel 1

South

East

South

West

East

North

South

South

South

West

West

East

North

East

East

Movement

Traveling
Wrong Way

Proceeding
Straight

Making Left
Turn

Backing

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Other Unsafe
Turning

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Dir. of
Prec. Coll. 1 Travel 2

East

North

North

South

South

West

East

East

West

North

North

North

West

North

South

Movement
Prec. Coll. 2

Proceeding
Straight

Stopped In
Road

Proceeding
Straight

Other

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Other

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

PCF

Wrong Side of
Road

Unsafe Starting or
Backing

Ped R/W Violation

Improper Turning

Pedestrian
Violation

Ped R/W Violation

Pedestrian
Violation

Pedestrian
Violation

Wrong Side of
Road

Ped R/W Violation

Unsafe Speed

Wrong Side of
Road

Auto R/W
Violation

Ped R/W Violation

Unknown

Inj. Kil.
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
0 1
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0
1 0





Report#

13-308023

14-45794

14-128035

14-296497

14-341886

14-352772

15-147826

Date Time Location

11/14/13 18:35

2/19/14  8:20

5/11/14 16:30

10/21/14 13:45

12/10/14 17:28

12/24/14 17:29

5/27/15 10:49

Center Pkwy & Garden
View Way

Center Pkwy &
Ehrhardt Ave

Suntrail Cir & Calvine
Rd (E)

Cosumnes River Blvd
& Center Pkwy

Meadow Park Way &
Valley Hi Dr (W)

Valley Green Dr &
Valley Hi Dr

Center Pkwy &
Lochinvar Way

Dist.

188

22'

Dir.

South

In Int.

North

East

South

South

In Int.

Type of
Collision

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian

Vehicle -
Pedestrian
Broadside

Broadside

Broadside

Motor Veh.

Involved With

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Bicycle

Bicycle

Dir. of

Travel 1

West

North

North

North

West

North

North

Movement

Backing

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Making Right
Turn

Proceeding
Straight

Stopped In
Road

Traveling
Wrong Way

Dir. of
Prec. Coll. 1 Travel 2

East

East

West

East

North

West

East

Movement
Prec. Coll. 2

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Entering
Traffic

Other
Making Right
Turn

Traveling
Wrong Way

Making Right
Turn

Page

PCF

Other Hazardous
Movement

Ped R/W Violation

Unknown

Unsafe Speed

Wrong Side of

Road

Unsafe Speed

Wrong Side of
Road

1

1

3

Inj. Kil.

0





Settings Used For Query

Parameter

Street Name

Cross Street
Starting Date
Ending Date
Within a Radius of:
Involved With

Setting

FRANKLIN BLVD
VILLAGE WOOD DR
1/1/2011

12/31/2015

5280"

'Pedestrian or Bicycle'





City of Sacramento
Police Department

Dist.

0

0

0

5/31/2016

Date Range Reported: 1/1/11 - 12/31/15

Total Number of Collisions: 4

Total Numberof Persons Injured 2

Total Number of Persons Killed 0

Report# Date Time Location

11-176247 6/16/11 20:33 Franklin Blvd & Calvine
Rd

11-249154 8/27/11 20:25 Franklin Blvd & Bassett
Way

12-305331 11/6/12 19:15 Franklin Bivd &
Cosumnes River Blvd

13-193822 7/21/13 14:05 Franklin Bivd &

Cosumnes River Blvd

33

Dir.

In Int.

In Int.

In Int.

North

Collision Report Summary

Type of
Collision

Rear-End
Broadside
Vehicle -

Pedestrian

Broadside

Motor Veh.
Involved With

Bicycle

Bicycle

Pedestrian

Bicycle

Dir. of
Travel 1

South

South

East

East

Movement

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

Dir. of
Prec. Coll. 1 Travel 2

South

West

South

North

Movement
Prec. Coll. 2

Proceeding
Straight

Making Right
Turn

Proceeding
Straight

Proceeding
Straight

PCF

Unknown
Wrong Side of
Road

Pedestrian
Violation

Wrong Side of
Road

Page 1
Inj. Kil.
0 0
0 0
1 0
1 0





Settings Used For Query

Parameter

Street Name

Cross Street
Starting Date
Ending Date
Within a Radius of:
Involved With

Setting

FRANKLIN BLVD
VILLAGE WOOD DR
1/1/2011

12/31/2015

2600°

'Pedestrian or Bicycle'





The following table summarizes collision reports one Franklin Blvd between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine

Road:
LOCATION DIST. DIR. DATE TIME COLL_TYPE  INVOLVED EXTENT PCF
Franklin Blvd & Property
Calvine Rd o' Inint. 6/16/2011 8:33PM  Rear-End Bicycle Damage Only  Unknown
Franklin Blvd & Property Wrong Side
Bassett Way o' InInt. 8/27/2011  8:25PM  Broadside Bicycle Damage Only  of Road
Franklin Blvd &
Cosumnes River Vehicle - Pedestrian
Blvd o' InInt. 11/6/2012 7:15PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Severe Injury  Violation
Franklin Blvd &
Cosumnes River Other Visible  Wrong Side
Blvd 33'  North 7/21/2013 2:05PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury of Road






The following table summarizes collision reports within one mile of Franklin Blvd and Village Wood Dr:

LOCATION DIST. DIR.  DATE TIME COLL_TYPE  INVOLVED EXTENT PCF
Amapola Way & Other Visible
Millport Way 60' North 8/11/2011 6:37PM  Sideswipe Bicycle Injury Unknown
Calvine Rd & Carlin Other Visible  Wrong Side
Ave 0' InInt. 2/13/2013 3:11PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury of Road
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Pedestrian
Arroyo Vista Dr 12' North 5/7/2011 8:16 PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Fatal Violation
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Other Visible  Ped R/W
Arroyo Vista Dr o' InInt. 8/26/2011  8:09 PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Violation
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Complaintof  Ped R/W
Arroyo Vista Dr 0' InInt. 11/16/2012 5:23PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Pain Violation
Center Pkwy &
Cosumnes River Driving Under
Blvd 9' South 9/21/2011  10:07 PM Broadside Bicycle Severe Injury  Influence
Center Pkwy & Complaint of  Wrong Side
Ehrhardt Ave 12'  North 11/1/2011  6:40PM  Head-On Bicycle Pain of Road
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Property Improper
Ehrhardt Ave 100' South 11/30/2011 3:10PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Damage Only  Turning
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Complaint of  Pedestrian
Ehrhardt Ave 150' South 12/20/2012 12:42PM Pedestrian Pedestrian Pain Violation
Center Pkwy & Complaint of
Ehrhardt Ave 0' InInt. 11/13/2013 3:08 PM  Broadside Bicycle Pain Unknown
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Other Visible  Ped R/W
Ehrhardt Ave 0' InInt. 2/19/2014 8:20 AM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Violation
Other
Center Pkwy & Vehicle - Complaint of  Hazardous
Garden View Way 6' South 11/14/2013 6:35PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Pain Movement
Center Pkwy & Complaint of  Wrong Side
Lochinvar Way 0' InInt. 5/27/2015  10:49 AM Broadside Bicycle Pain of Road
Center Pkwy & Complaint of  Improper
Valley Hi Dr 8' South 5/5/2011 3:09 PM  Sideswipe Bicycle Pain Turning
Center Pkwy & Complaint of
Valley Hi Dr 0' InInt. 11/4/2011 6:30 AM  Broadside Bicycle Pain Lights






The following table summarizes collision reports within one mile of Franklin Blvd and Village Wood Dr:

Cosumnes River Vehicle - Other Visible
Blvd & Center Pkwy 22'  East  10/21/2014 1:45PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Unsafe Speed
Del Vista Cir & Vehicle - Other Visible  Improper
Carlin Ave (N) 74'  East  9/21/2012  2:25PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Turning
Unsafe
Dutton Way & Vehicle - Other Visible  Starting or
Montpelier Way 264' West 6/6/2012 7:21 PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Backing
Ehrhardt Ave & Other Visible  Wrong Side
Center Pkwy 125' West 5/16/2012 7:40AM  Broadside Bicycle Injury of Road
Ehrhardt Ave & Other Visible  Ped R/W
Center Pkwy 280" West 3/8/2013 4:30 PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury Violation
Franklin Blvd & Property Wrong Side
Bassett Way o' InInt. 8/27/2011  8:25PM  Broadside Bicycle Damage Only  of Road
Franklin Blvd & Property
Calvine Rd o' InInt. 6/16/2011  8:33PM  Rear-End Bicycle Damage Only  Unknown
Franklin Blvd &
Cosumnes River Vehicle - Pedestrian
Blvd 0' InInt. 11/6/2012  7:15PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Severe Injury  Violation
Franklin Blvd &
Cosumnes River Other Visible  Wrong Side
Blvd 33'  North 7/21/2013 2:05PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury of Road
Lake Pleasant Dr & Other Visible
Franklin Blvd 45" East  8/29/2011 7:30PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury Unknown
Meadow Park Way Other Visible  Wrong Side
& Valley Hi Dr (W) 2’ South 12/10/2014 5:28PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury of Road
Suntrail Cir & Vehicle - Complaint of
Calvine Rd (E) 188' North 5/11/2014 4:30PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Pain Unknown
Valley Green Dr & Property
Valley Hi Dr 7' South 12/24/2014 5:29 PM  Broadside Bicycle Damage Only  Unsafe Speed
Valley Hi Dr & Vehicle -
Center Pkwy o' InInt. 4/12/2013 9:10PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Severe Injury  Unsafe Speed
Valley Hi Dr & Vehicle - Pedestrian
Golden Field Way 95'  East  12/26/2012 4:15AM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Fatal Violation
Valley Hi Dr & Vehicle - Other Visible  Ped R/W
Kentwal Dr 8' East  9/21/2012  7:47 AM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Violation






The following table summarizes collision reports within one mile of Franklin Blvd and Village Wood Dr:

Valley Hi Dr & Vehicle - Other Visible  Ped R/W
Kentwal Dr 9' East  10/22/2013 7:35AM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Injury Violation
Valley Hi Dr & Vehicle - Property Ped R/W
Valley Green Dr o' Inint. 2/8/2011 6:01 PM  Pedestrian Pedestrian Damage Only  Violation
Valley Hi Dr & Other Visible  Auto R/W

Valley Green Dr 57' West 8/15/2013 6:30PM  Broadside Bicycle Injury Violation






		Franklin Bikeway - Collision Summary - 5280 feet radius

		Franklin Bikeway - Collision Summary - Franklin Only

		Franklin Bikeway - Table of collisions - Franklin Bl Only

		Franklin Bikeway - Table of collisions - one mile radius




See Attachment J for “Active Needs and Safety Map”
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Typewritten Text

Sacramento RT bus stop on Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Sacramento RT bus stop on Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Parking lane on east side of
Franklin Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at 
Calvine Road
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at 
Calvine Road
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at Calvine Road
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Typewritten Text

Bike trail at Calvine Road
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd adjacent to buffer land for the waste water treatment plant (left)
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Typewritten Text

Parking lane on east side
of Franklin Road
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Road adjacent to buffer lands of waste water
treatment plant
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Typewritten Text

Residential neighborhood on east side of Franklin Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd, north facing
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd, north facing



jmatsui-drury

Typewritten Text

Sacramento RT bus service to stop
on this stretch of Franklin Blvd in Sept 2015
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Residential neighborhood east of Franklin Blvd
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Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District buffer lands
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Franklin Blvd, north facing
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Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District buffer lands





F-6

Attachment E



jmatsui-drury

Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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45 mph marking on Franklin Blvd



jmatsui-drury

Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Typewritten Text

Franklin Blvd at
Cosumnes River Blvd
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Franklin Blvd at Cosumnes River Blvd
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Sacramento RT bus service on Franklin at Cosumnes River Blvd.
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Sacramento RT bus service on Franklin at Cosumnes River Blvd.
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CHAPTER 6

Chapter 6: Policies and Supportive Strategies

Policies and Supportive Strategies

MTP/SCS Guiding Principles

The MTP/SCS is quided by six principles adopted in
2005 by the SACOG Board of Directors.

Smart Land Use:

Design a transportation system to support good growth
patterns, including increased housing and transpor-
tation options, focusing more growth inward and
improving the economic viability of rural areas.

Environmental Quality and Sustainability

Minimize direct and indirect transportation impacts on
the environment for cleaner air and natural resource
protection.

Financial Stewardship

Manage resources for a transportation system that
delivers cost-effective results and is feasible to con-
struct and maintain.

Economic Vitality
Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods
to market.

Access and Mobility

Improve opportunities for businesses and citizens to
easily access goods, jobs, services and housing.

Equity and Choice: Provide real, viable travel choices
for all people throughout our diverse region.

This chapter supports these principles through spe-
cific policies and strategies. The policies are higher-level
actions and the strategies are more specific actions
that implement the policies. The policies and strategies
are separated into four interrelated categories: Land
Use and Environmental Sustainability; Finance; System
Maintenance and Operations; and System Expansion.
The policies and strategies are numbered for reference
purposes only and do not reflect priority.

The policy element of the MTP/SCS is required to
address the transportation issues of the region, iden-
tify and quantify regional needs expressed within both
short- and long-range planning horizons, and maintain
internal consistency with other MTP/SCS elements

(Government Code Section 65080(b)). For the 2012
MTP/SCS, the SACOG board adopted 31 policies and
many supportive strategies to implement the plan.

Since this MTP/SCS is a refinement of the 2012 plan,
the policies and strategies of the prior plan are largely
transferable to this MTP/SCS. For this plan, targeted
modifications were made to update the policies and
strategies to ensure that the plan aligns with the policy
themes of the 2016 plan update. Specifically, modifica-
tions were made to: emphasize SACOGs' commitment
to increasing investment in system maintenance and
rehabilitation; commit SACOG to further development
of project level decision-support tools; acknowledge
and address the unique issues in the range of com-
munities in the SACOG region - suburban, rural, urban
and small towns, address climate adaptation; identify
strategies for complete streets improvements and road
rehabilitation; reflect completed or new research, as
appropriate.

The following sections show the policies and strate-
gies related to each of the four policy categories.
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2. Policy: Educate and provide information to
policymakers, local staff, and the public about
the mutually supportive relationship between
smart growth development, transportation,
and resource conservation.

2.1. Strategy: Provide computer software, training and
technical assistance to local governments.

2.2. Strategy: Monitor and report on the transporta-
tion and air quality impacts of development patterns
and their relationship to Blueprint growth principles.

2.3. Strategy: Monitor and report on commute pat-
terns for all modes, traffic levels, and transit use and
bicycle and pedestrian mode share compared with the
projections in this MTP/SCS.

2.4. Strategy: Develop educational materials to
inform local discussions, particularly in urban and sub-
urban infill areas, about neighborhood travel behavior,
health and the effects of higher density on traffic, tran-
sit, walking and bicycling.

2.5. Strategy: Continue to develop and apply health
and social equity analysis methods and performance
measures to help inform MTP/SCS updates and local
discussions on development patterns, including trans-
portation performance measures and opportunities
related to accessibility, equity, public health and youth.

2.6. Strategy: Assist with mapping and coordination
between SACOG, transit, and health and human ser-
vice providers on transit planning and siting of lifeline
services needing transit access. Develop educational
materials and life-cycle methodology on public facility
planning that incorporates the costs of extending tran-
sit service to locations outside existing transit corridors.

2.7 Strategy: During the scoping phase, review trans-
portation projects using appropriate and available
project-level analysis tools to assess whether they
foster transportation choices, improve local commu-
nity circulation and provide access to opportunities or
divide communities, and either avoid or mitigate nega-
tive impacts (including those to public health, safety, air
quality, housing and the environment).

2.8. Strategy: Continue Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) efforts that promote good land use planning
around airports, minimize public safety hazards, and
support the utility of each airport.

2.9 Strategy: Strengthen SACOG's modeling tools
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with the development of an economic land use model
based on the PECAS framework. This model may sup-
port regional economic development efforts and inform
a wide range of MTP/SCS efforts, including jobs-hous-
ing fit (i.e., the relationship between housing costs and
wages around an employment center), infill incentives,
congestion and parking pricing, and transportation
project phasing.

2.0 Strategy: Provide technical analysis and educa-
tion to inform policy and decision makers, local staff,
and regional stakeholders about the benefits of stra-
tegic growth management on the region’s open space
resources and the economic and environmental bene-
fits they provide.

3. Policy: SACOG encourages local
jurisdictions in developing community activity
centers well-suited for high-quality transit
service and complete streets.

3.1. Strategy: Support development proposals that are
well-suited and located to support high-quality transit
use in Transit Priority Areas, or walkable communities,
through Blueprint analysis.

3.2. Strategy: Continue to identify best practices
for complete streets, continue to add to the Complete
Streets Toolkit, and initiate a technical assistance pro-
gram to help local agencies develop street designs that
are sensitive to their surroundings and context.

3.3. Strategy: Establish regional guidance for tran-
sit-oriented development.

3.4. Strategy: Support efforts by transit agencies and
local governments to site and design transit centers
and stations close to economic centers and neighbor-
hoods and to expand park-and-ride facilities at a few
key stations.

3.5. Strategy: Encourage local agencies to develop an
interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and walk-
ways that support a more compact development form;
avoid building new circulation barriers; accommodate
safe travel for all users; and provide connections across
creeks, freeways and high-speed/high volume arterials
and through existing gated communities, walls and cul-
de-sacs to access schools, activity centers and transit
stops.
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28. Policy: Prioritize transit investments
that result in an effective transit system that
serves both transit-dependent and choice
riders.

28.1. Strategy: Transit expansion should be targeted
at land use patterns that will generate transit ridership
and improve the cost recovery rates for transit service.

28.2. Strategy: Pursue transit expansion using a
wide spectrum of services, each best suited to partic-
ular travel markets, considering but not limited to light
rail, streetcar, express bus, Bus Rapid Transit, local bus,
neighborhood shuttle, demand-response service, sub-
scription bus, and jitney.

28.3. Strategy: Consider the full life-cycle cost of
transit options including both capital and operations,
the relative value of broader area coverage versus high
capacity for a limited corridor, and more routes versus
higher frequency, for each situation.

28.4. Strategy: Develop trunk transit corridors
between communities and local transit circulation
within communities, to attract riders both for commut-
ing and local activities.

28.5. Strategy: Develop local transit services that
serve local travel patterns and meet high-capacity
trunk transit lines with timed transfers.

28.6. Strategy: Design commute transit as a door-to-
door system, with full or limited-stop express routes,
short waits at transfer points, and walk and bicycle
access at each end.

28.7. Strategy: Develop a bus and carpool lane system
for key commuter corridors and expand transit service
to use it.

28.8. Strategy: Address commute congestion to
switch drivers into empty seats in both transit and autos
with transit-first/carpool-second strategies for down-
town Sacramento, and carpool-first/transit-second
strategies for suburban job centers until employment
density indicates a shift.

28.9. Strategy: Seek to develop good bus transit ser-
vice with heavy established ridership as a precursor to
investment in rail transit, to ensure return on the high
capital investment for rail.

28.10. Strategy: Factor in the benefit of rail transit as
a permanent investment, with stronger ability to attract
transit-oriented development patterns around it, where
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local smart growth planning and the real estate market
already promise development dense enough to support
rail investment.

28.11. Strategy: When a transit route or service fills
to capacity, examine complementary service of another
type as an alternative simply to adding capacity to the
route that is full.

28.12. Strategy: When planning high-quality transit
along light rail, regional rail and high speed rail cor-
ridors, also plan for supportive features that include
sidewalks and walkways, passenger shelters, or transfer
stations, next-bus notification signs, signal preemption
and park-and-ride lots.

29. Policy: SACOG encourages locally
determined developments consistent with
Blueprint principles and local circulation
plans to be designed with walking, bicycling
and transit use as primary transportation
considerations.

29.. Strategy: Invest in safe bicycle and pedes-
trian routes that improve connectivity and access to
common destinations, such as connections between
residential areas and schools, work sites, neighborhood
shopping, and transit stops and stations. Also, invest in
safe routes to and around schools so trips can be made
by bicycling or walking.

29.2. Strategy: Invest toward the creation of a regional
bicycle and pedestrian network, connecting first those
communities that already have good local circulation
networks in place, but also supporting efforts through-
out the region to improve connectivity and realize
public health benefits from these investments.

29.3. Strategy: Utilize the Planners Committee,
Regional Planning Partnership and Transit Coordinating
Committee to better coordinate information-sharing
between jurisdictions on transit, bicycle and pedestrian
improvements to ensure connected routes, sharing of
effective ideas, and more complete public information.

29.4. Strategy: Continue to support improved bicycle
and pedestrian connectivity through SACOG's Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program, the Regional Active
Transportation Program, and the Community Design
Grant Program in order to maintain program criteria
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S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2014 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 96.01, Sacramento County, California Census Tract 96.09, Sacramento
County, California
Total Median income (dollars) Total
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error

Households 1,764 +/-93 55,352 +/-9,278 1,459 +/-41
One race--

White 29.7% +/-5.7 48,947 +/-17,295 32.9% +/-5.7

Black or African American 28.9% +/-5.2 68,571 +/-15,736 23.9% +-4.7

American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-2.0 - ki 0.0% +/-2.4

Asian 26.1% +/-4.7 65,685 +/-14,117 27.9% +/-5.3

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 1.8% +/-1.6 41,932 +/-14,813 1.9% +/-1.9

Some other race 7.9% +/-4.6 45,363 +/-9,452 3.8% +/-2.7

Two or more races 5.6% +/-3.8 27,031 +/-31,374 9.5% +/-5.0

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 23.8% +-4.4 43,788 +/-5,584 17.1% +-4.5

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 14.3% +/-4.0 72,975 +/-22,095 21.9% +/-5.9

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

15 to 24 years 1.1% +/-1.2 45,500 +/-39,281 0.5% +/-0.9

25 to 44 years 37.1% +/-4.4 45,391 +/-6,844 49.6% +/-6.6

45 to 64 years 41.7% +/-6.0 58,750 +/-19,033 41.3% +/-6.7

65 years and over 20.1% +/-4.6 63,542 +/-15,944 8.6% +/-3.9
FAMILIES

Families 1,288 +/-129 51,406 +/-12,791 1,174 +/-97

Part B-Question 1.B.1: Franklin Class |V Bikewa
1 of 8 05725/2016





Subject

With own children under 18 years

With no own children under 18 years
Married-couple families

Female householder, no husband present
Male householder, no wife present

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households
Female householder
Living alone
Not living alone
Male householder
Living alone
Not living alone

PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months
Family income in the past 12 months
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months

2 of 8

Total

Estimate Margin of Error

54.9%
45.1%
59.5%
29.6%
10.9%

476
53.8%
41.8%
12.0%
46.2%
43.7%

2.5%

37.5%
40.8%
25.0%

+/-7.7
+/-7.7
+/-9.6
+/-8.3
+/-5.7

+/-127
+/-15.4
+/-14.2
+/-7.9
+/-15.4
+/-15.8
+/-3.7

)
)
)

Census Tract 96.01, Sacramento County, California

Estimate

42,760
70,446
62,791
34,886
44,205

55,952
31,389
28,831
55,341
71,250
69,917

)
)
)

Median income (dollars)
Margin of Error

+/-7,999
+/-18,863
+/-10,580
+/-22,350
+/-55,040

+/-11,699
+/-27,846

+/-6,112
+/-11,387
+/-25,199
+/-21,730

*k

)
)
)

Estimate

63.2%
36.8%
67.5%
20.4%
12.2%

285
72.6%
57.9%
14.7%
27.4%
17.2%
10.2%

36.1%
40.7%
12.3%

Census Tract 96.09, Sacramento
County, California
Total

Margin of Error

+/-6.2
+/-6.2
+/-8.5
+/-6.0
+/-6.6

+/-88
+/-15.8
+/-15.4
+/-11.7
+/-15.8
+/-13.1

+/-8.6

)
)
*)
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Subject Census Tract 96.09, Sacramento Census Tract 96.10, Sacramento County, California
County, California

Median income (dollars) Total Median income (dollars)
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 62,130 +/-4,731 1,669 +/-104 52,025 +/-6,836
One race--
White 68,615 +/-6,381 31.4% +/-5.9 51,638 +/-6,696
Black or African American 55,139 +/-19,765 23.5% +-4.7 58,558 +/-24,600
American Indian and Alaska Native - i 0.4% +/-0.5 - o
Asian 63,359 +/-17,228 25.0% +/-5.3 54,722 +/-16,798
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 16,667 +/-30,625 3.7% +/-2.5 50,417 +/-37,317
Some other race 41,630 +/-54,608 7.8% +/-4.7 57,841 +/-42,730
Two or more races 58,036 +/-39,858 8.2% +/-5.3 36,161 +/-21,048
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 62,625 +/-25,034 19.4% +/-4.5 53,750 +/-12,007
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 68,058 +/-4,980 19.8% +/-4.4 52,917 +/-10,395
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years - *x 1.8% +/-1.7 76,042 +/-29,459
25 to 44 years 61,765 +/-9,847 38.4% +/-6.0 52,396 +/-10,068
45 to 64 years 63,352 +/-13,665 47.0% +-6.1 55,625 +/-12,116
65 years and over 61,375 +/-20,349 12.8% +/-2.9 43,056 +/-9,388
FAMILIES
Families 56,574 +/-8,514 1,369 +/-115 48,352 +/-8,224
With own children under 18 years 53,182 +/-10,519 47.8% +/-8.2 43,333 +/-17,337
With no own children under 18 years 61,520 +/-7,753 52.2% +/-8.2 51,477 +/-8,167
Married-couple families 60,466 +/-7,026 62.7% +/-6.6 54,926 +/-8,758
Female householder, no husband present 39,094 +/-8,191 24.6% +/-6.4 37,796 +/-11,621
Male householder, no wife present 68,447 +/-15,010 12.6% +/-7.6 36,637 +/-47,708
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 69,187 +/-5,154 300 +/-96 50,441 +/-20,118
Female householder 69,744 +/-10,026 58.3% +/-16.2 51,250 +/-19,394
Living alone 68,551 +/-12,344 38.7% +/-15.7 39,688 +/-20,761
Not living alone 78,382 +/-21,999 19.7% +/-15.7 140,042 +/-193,304
Male householder 67,895 +/-8,994 41.7% +/-16.2 43,281 +/-36,973
Living alone 67,212 +/-31,375 39.3% +/-16.3 39,500 +/-37,514
Not living alone 68,092 +/-29,635 2.3% +/-3.7 - *
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) X) 29.3% (X) (X) (X)
Family income in the past 12 months (X) (X) 32.7% (X) (X) X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months X) X) 12.3% (X) (X) (X)

Part B-Question 1.B.1: Franklin Class |V Bikewa
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Subject Census Tract 96.14, Sacramento County, California Census Tract 96.18, Sacramento
County, California

Total Median income (dollars) Total
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 2,181 +/-102 72,846 +/-12,153 1,541 +/-61
One race--
White 48.1% +/-8.9 88,586 +/-23,179 56.3% +/-6.7
Black or African American 15.2% +/-4.2 30,872 +/-19,996 13.4% +/-4.8
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-1.6 - ki 1.0% +/-1.6
Asian 23.1% +/-6.7 72,200 +/-10,589 20.7% +/-6.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 6.1% +/-4.1 53,038 +/-26,334 2.4% +/-2.0
Some other race 3.8% +/-3.3 123,490 +/-72,508 1.6% +/-1.8
Two or more races 3.7% +/-3.0 100,489 +/-23,713 4.5% +/-4.1
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 13.4% +/-7.5 116,591 +/-52,848 13.7% +/-4.2
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 39.5% +/-8.1 87,632 +/-22,487 45.9% +/-6.5
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 0.8% +/-1.0 - *x 2.5% +/-2.9
25 to 44 years 47.4% +/-6.9 73,375 +/-16,284 40.1% +-7.1
45 to 64 years 40.9% +/-5.2 83,250 +-23,771 50.8% +/-6.2
65 years and over 10.9% +/-4.9 40,227 +/-29,444 6.6% +/-2.9
FAMILIES
Families 1,598 +/-189 76,786 +/-22,202 1,282 +/-105
With own children under 18 years 51.8% +/-7.1 66,296 +/-27,855 48.8% +/-7.1
With no own children under 18 years 48.2% +/-7.1 86,750 +/-19,256 51.2% +/-7.1
Married-couple families 76.5% +/-7.3 93,643 +/-15,208 66.8% +/-8.6
Female householder, no husband present 16.1% +/-7.6 23,333 +/-29,168 22.5% +/-6.7
Male householder, no wife present 7.4% +/-5.8 49,722 +/-64,663 10.6% +/-6.4
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 583 +/-152 49,519 +/-30,220 259 +/-90
Female householder 63.6% +/-16.8 34,519 +/-24,329 64.5% +/-18.7
Living alone 38.3% +/-18.2 21,607 +/-16,877 44.8% +/-19.5
Not living alone 25.4% +/-14.4 81,029 +/-68,248 19.7% +/-19.2
Male householder 36.4% +/-16.8 81,100 +/-13,644 35.5% +/-18.7
Living alone 18.4% +/-10.3 65,764 +/-63,378 35.5% +/-18.7
Not living alone 18.0% +/-14.0 87,993 +/-12,740 0.0% +-12.6
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months 35.8% X) X) (X) 28.2% (X)
Family income in the past 12 months 36.6% X) X) (X) 25.2% (X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months 33.6% X) X) (X) 40.2% (X)

Part B-Question 1.B.1: Franklin Class |V Bikewa
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Subject Census Tract 96.18, Sacramento Census Tract 96.33, Sacramento County, California
County, California

Median income (dollars) Total Median income (dollars)
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 70,724 +/-8,506 1,033 +/-62 43,368 +/-7,576
One race--
White 82,500 +/-10,491 33.4% +/-7.3 56,563 +/-18,620
Black or African American 63,854 +/-14,120 28.0% +/-5.4 31,593 +/-6,041
American Indian and Alaska Native - i 0.6% +/-0.9 - o
Asian 60,893 +/-14,551 22.4% +/-6.4 47,422 +/-5,396
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 61,625 +/-169,136 3.2% +/-2.8 31,964 +/-12,814
Some other race - &5 6.6% +/-5.0 38,071 +/-1,816
Two or more races 19,583 +/-37,466 5.9% +/-3.6 31,477 +/-23,973
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 72,784 +/-44,447 25.2% +/-6.2 45,833 +/-8,093
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 95,208 +/-14,240 18.9% +/-7.0 76,696 +/-32,473
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years - *x 4.4% +/-4.2 14,663 +/-37,867
25 to 44 years 55,602 +/-15,850 47.1% +/-7.5 37,145 +/-5,065
45 to 64 years 78,859 +/-10,956 40.0% +/-7.5 56,989 +/-4,816
65 years and over 60,938 +/-39,225 8.5% +/-3.6 30,500 +/-11,652
FAMILIES
Families 73,141 +/-11,156 718 +/-110 41,500 +/-9,650
With own children under 18 years 61,677 +/-22,930 55.6% +/-8.7 36,250 +/-5,555
With no own children under 18 years 75,625 +/-9,093 44.4% +/-8.7 49,267 +/-9,660
Married-couple families 82,837 +/-13,689 65.7% +/-9.8 49,405 +/-6,929
Female householder, no husband present 56,391 +/-6,173 23.0% +/-9.2 36,250 +/-8,966
Male householder, no wife present 69,432 +/-27,313 11.3% +/-6.8 30,372 +/-14,102
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 63,393 +/-27,450 315 +/-96 43,750 +/-20,954
Female householder 70,855 +/-34,008 53.7% +/-20.4 37,723 +/-6,142
Living alone 56,563 +/-17,148 38.1% +/-19.4 37,679 +/-4,284
Not living alone - &5 15.6% +/-11.6 42,679 +/-83,121
Male householder 32,292 +/-110,871 46.3% +/-20.4 59,194 +/-42,996
Living alone 32,292 +/-110,871 28.9% +/-18.2 57,944 +/-27,303
Not living alone - *k 17.5% +/-18.4 - **
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) X) 36.6% (X) (X) (X)
Family income in the past 12 months (X) (X) 36.6% (X) (X) X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months X) X) 36.5% (X) (X) (X)
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Subject Census Tract 96.34, Sacramento County, California Sacramento city, California

Total Median income (dollars) Total
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 1,364 +/-117 32,700 +/-8,307 177,578 +/-1,229
One race--
White 30.2% +/-7.8 32,576 +/-9,386 57.4% +/-0.6
Black or African American 34.2% +/-8.5 24,643 +/-23,461 14.2% +/-0.6
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-2.5 - ki 0.8% +/-0.1
Asian 21.0% +/-6.9 34,531 +/-24,876 15.8% +/-0.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 5.4% +/-3.6 23,750 +/-39,288 1.0% +/-0.2
Some other race 5.5% +/-4.3 80,114 +/-52,332 6.4% +/-0.3
Two or more races 3.7% +/-2.6 24,432 +/-117,188 4.4% +/-0.3
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 23.8% +/-6.7 44,097 +/-30,725 20.8% +/-0.5
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 14.4% +/-5.5 34,242 +/-19,320 44.9% +/-0.6
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 7.5% +/-6.0 17,500 +/-26,522 5.4% +/-0.3
25 to 44 years 44.0% +/-9.3 38,750 +/-11,014 39.6% +/-0.6
45 to 64 years 38.0% +/-8.5 22,898 +/-10,016 36.0% +/-0.6
65 years and over 10.5% +/-6.0 40,301 +/-18,668 18.9% +-0.4
FAMILIES
Families 978 +/-125 30,200 +/-7,612 104,134 +/-1,207
With own children under 18 years 61.1% +/-9.9 21,771 +/-21,911 49.0% +/-0.8
With no own children under 18 years 38.9% +/-9.9 32,778 +/-18,128 51.0% +/-0.8
Married-couple families 55.9% +/-11.0 49,712 +/-14,866 63.3% +-1.1
Female householder, no husband present 25.5% +/-8.8 19,044 +/-16,120 26.5% +/-1.0
Male householder, no wife present 18.6% +/-10.5 12,292 +/-15,792 10.2% +/-0.7
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 386 +/-116 23,400 +/-16,328 73,444 +/-1,366
Female householder 54.1% +/-16.6 12,253 +/-8,463 54.8% +-1.0
Living alone 49.7% +/-15.2 11,974 +/-3,781 43.8% +-1.1
Not living alone 4.4% +/-6.9 = *k 11.1% +/-0.8
Male householder 45.9% +/-16.6 36,648 +/-9,065 45.2% +/-1.0
Living alone 39.4% +/-17.5 40,313 +/-7,765 34.3% +-1.0
Not living alone 6.5% +-6.1 13,594 +/-22,063 10.9% +/-0.8
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months 38.6% X) X) (X) 26.0% (X)
Family income in the past 12 months 32.9% X) X) (X) 27.0% (X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months 48.7% X) X) (X) 22.3% (X)
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Subject Sacramento city, California
Median income (dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error
Households 50,013 +/-959
One race--
White 55,360 +/-1,326
Black or African American 36,584 +/-1,899
American Indian and Alaska Native 38,313 +/-7,087
Asian 51,634 +/-2,796
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 51,193 +/-3,574
Some other race 41,042 +/-2,165
Two or more races 43,385 +/-5,760
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 41,583 +/-1,146
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 59,869 +/-1,654
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 23,127 +/-2,872
25 to 44 years 53,098 +/-1,664
45 to 64 years 58,304 +/-1,362
65 years and over 39,940 +/-1,414
FAMILIES
Families 57,200 +/-1,371
With own children under 18 years 48,227 +/-1,850
With no own children under 18 years 65,132 +/-1,800
Married-couple families 74,517 +/-1,709
Female householder, no husband present 33,376 +/-1,439
Male householder, no wife present 40,316 +/-2,777
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 38,496 +/-1,303
Female householder 35,927 +/-1,694
Living alone 31,063 +/-1,170
Not living alone 54,585 +/-3,047
Male householder 41,182 +/-1,595
Living alone 36,743 +/-1,737
Not living alone 68,467 +/-3,375
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months (X) (X)
Family income in the past 12 months (X) (X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) (X)
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Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

1. An "** entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
2. An'-'entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
. An'-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
. An '+ following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
. An "** entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
An "' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
. An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
. An'(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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Part B-Question 1.B.1: Franklin Class IV Bikeway










Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency's resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facilities {responsibhiﬁ;i;;naintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

7
Signature: = o= Date: S-26-16
Name: Jerry Way } 0 0 Phone: (916) 808-6381,
Title: _Director of Public Works e-mail: jway@cityofsacramento.org

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/dlae.htm
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ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects



Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY







This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC’s requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC’s ATP Guidelines and CTC’s Adoption of PSR Guidelines - Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.    



Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer.  Since the corresponding ATP Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application's technical information and engineering data upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made.  This action is governed by the Professional Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735.   





The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope, Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent.  The checklist is expected to be used during the preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.  





1. Vicinity map /Location map 	Engineer’s Initials: _______

a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

 



2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must:	Engineer’s Initials: _______  

a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each primary element of the project.  Scale must be shown on the plan/map

b. Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items

c. Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths.  Label the proposed widths 

d. Show agency’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)





3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions.	Engineer’s Initials: _______ 

(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)	 

a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc. 





4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate   	Engineer’s Initials: _______  

a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the application, in the appropriate location.

b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items.  The costs for each item are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

c. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost













5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures:	Engineer’s Initials: _______  

a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence area of proposed improvements.   







6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding 	Engineer’s Initials: _______  

a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements and timeframes.  

b. “Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified

c. “Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations, federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections, project permits, etc.

d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.    







7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable)	Engineer’s Initials: _______  N/A



a. For new Traffic Control Signals – an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9 (CA MUTCD) must be submitted.  For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer.   The engineering study (and any additional documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the application in the “Additional Attachments” section.





8. Additional narration and documentation:	Engineer’s Initials: _______

a. The text in the “Narrative Questions” in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate 

b. When needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.







Licensed Engineer:


Engineer's Stamp:





Name (Last, First):



Title:



Engineer License Number



Signature:





Date:



Email:



Phone:


Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				City of Sacramento																		Date:		6/2/16

		Project Description:						Construction of a new two-way cycle track with concrete barrier.

		Project Location:						Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		Cecilyn Foote						License #:				C 64432



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization						1		LS		$5,000.00		$5,000		100%		$5,000		0%		$0				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Traffic Control						1		LS		$10,000.00		$10,000		100%		$10,000		0%		$0						$0

		3		Stormwater Protection Plan								LS				$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		4										LS				$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		5														$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		6		Roadway Excavation						222		CY		$50.00		$11,100		100%		$11,100		0%		$0						$0

		7		Slurry Seal to Place						14789		SY		$4.00		$59,156		100%		$59,156		0%		$0						$0

		8		Aggregate Base, Class 2, to Place						338		TN		$60.00		$20,280		100%		$20,280		0%		$0						$0

		9		3 1/2" PCC Sidewalk to Construct						3600		SF		$10.00		$36,000		100%		$36,000		0%		$0						$0

		10		Curb and Gutter						300		LF		$30.00		$9,000		100%		$9,000		0%		$0						$0

		11		Concrete Barrier to Place 						4600		LF		$130.00		$598,000		100%		$598,000		0%		$0						$0

		12		Decorative Railing to Place						4600		LF		$110.00		$506,000		100%		$506,000		0%		$0						$0

		13		Traffic Striping/Markings to Remove						1		LS		$5,000.00		$5,000		100%		$5,000		0%		$0						$0

		14		4" Thermoplastic Traffic Striping to Place						12725		LF		$1.00		$12,725		100%		$12,725		0%		$0						$0

		15		8" Thermoplastic Traffic Striping to Place						120		LF		$2.00		$240		100%		$240		0%		$0						$0

		16		Thermoplastic Markings to Place						42		SF		$5.00		$210		100%		$210		0%		$0						$0

		17														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		18		Trees								EA				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		19		Shrubs/groundcover								SQFT				$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		20		Irrigation / Water Connection								LS				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		21														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		22														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		23														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		24														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$1,272,711				$1,272,711				$0						$0

																				$63,636		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												25.00%

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$318,178				$318,178				$0

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$1,590,889				$1,590,889				$0



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):												$   85,000						$85,000				$0

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):												$   315,000						$315,000				$0				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   400,000						$400,000				$0				25%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   -						$0				$0

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   -						$0				$0

		Total RW:												$   -						$0				$0



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   266,000						$266,000				$0				17%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$666,000						$666,000				$0



		Total Construction Costs:												$1,856,889

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$2,256,889						$2,256,889				$0



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)
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DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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DOR|S O MATSUI WASHINGTON OFFICE:
: 2311 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
D
N Ry Shsarpnii WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0506

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY (202) 225-7163

FEEEE Q]:Ungl'tﬁﬁ Uf ﬂJB @niteh %tattg ROBERT T. n;/‘xSTTgSrS:ICCEOURTHOUSE

501 | STREET, SUITE 12-600

#House of Representatibes iy
Washington, BE 20515-0506 e

May 12, 2016

Mr. Jerry Way

Director, Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 I Street, Suite 2000

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Support of the City of Sacramento’s Active Transportation grant request
Dear Mr. Way:

[ support the City of Sacramento Department of Public Works” Application for funding through
the California Transportation Commission’s Active Transportation Program.

As the federal sponsor of the Safe Streets Act, I understand the importance of having safe,
accessible streets for people of all ages and abilities. I commend the City of Sacramento for proposing
seven project improvements to problematic areas, and I laud the City’s desire to increase safety and erase
barriers to walking and bicycling throughout Sacramento. One project, the Franklin Cycle Track project,
will help facilitate bicycle traffic between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. The Northwood
School Access Improvements project will provide traffic signals and crosswalks on El Camino Avenue at
Clay Street, providing much-needed safety for the neighborhood. A similar project, the Two Rivers Trail
(Phase II) project, is a trail along the side south of the American River within the City of Sacramento,
connecting the American River Parkway at H Street to Sutter’s Landing Park.

Another project associated with this grant is the Meadowview Streetscape (Phase II) project,
which aims to build improvements along Meadowview Road between Coral Gables Court and Detroit
Boulevard, near the Regional Transit Meadowview Station. Funding this project would dramatically
improve accessibility to the area, leading more people to take light rail. The Broadway Complete Street
project will improve bicycle safety along Broadway by providing funding for final design and
construction for the Lower Broadway section (Marina District) from 3" Street to 16™ Street. Finally,
funding the Old Sacramento Riverfront Bike Trail and Fourth Street Pedestrian Access projects would
provide greater accessibility for bike and pedestrian paths in this historic district.

I understand the critical importance of bike and pedestrian funding to make cities like Sacramento
great places to liv. Hence, I fully support the application put forth by the City of Sacramento.

Sincerely,

9‘0‘\5 O Nodaua__
DORIS O. MATSUI
Member of Congress

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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FAX (916) 651-4906

SENATOR COMMITTEES:
DISTRICT QFFICE AGRICULTURE
1020 N STREET DR. RICHARD PAN
ROOM 576 BUDGET & FISCAL
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SIXTH SENATE DISTRICT REVIEW
TEL (916) 651-1529
FAX (916) 914-2179 EDUCATION

HEALTH

SUBCOMMITTEE:
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May 20, 2016

Jerry Way

Director Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Suite 2000

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: City of Sacramento Active Transportation Program Support
Dear Mr. Way:

As the State Senator that represents Sacramento, | am writing in support the City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works application for funding through the California Transportation Commission’s
Active Transportation Program {ATP) grant program. Funding for these projects will help ensure safety
and accessibility improvements to our local transportation system are met. | am pleased to support the
following projects to secure ATP Grant funding:

s Northwood School Access Improvements
* Two Rivers Trail (Phase II)

¢ Meadowview Streetscape (Phase I1)

* Broadway Complete Street

* Old Sacramento Riverfront Bike Trail

e  Franklin Cycle Track

®  Fourth Street Pedestrian Access

I wish to highlight a few of the projects that will help Sacramento. The Franklin Cycle Track, for
instance, would link the City of Elk Grove’s bikeway system to the newly developed Consumnes River
Boulevard. The project will have Class | bicycle and pedestrian facilities to accommodate recreational
and commuter travel from the south areas in Elk Grove and Sacramento inte Downtown. The Two
Rivers Trail (Phase I} is a critical active transportation corridor along the south side of the American
River connecting the Sacramento Northern Bike Trail crossing near State Route 160 to H Street near
California State University, Sacramento. Building this trail connection would close a significant mobility
gap that serves local and regional communities and commercial corridors leading to downtown
Sacramento.

REPRESENTING THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CITY OF ELK GROVE AND CITY OF WEST SACRAMENTO, AND THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO






Another project, the Broadway Complete Street project, serves a diverse mix of businesses,
residents, parks, and historical landmarks. The project addresses disconnected pedestrian facilities in
conjunction with fast-moving traffic conditions by exploring road diet solutions and serving all modes of
travel through the Broadway corridor, Finally, the Fourth Street Pedestrian Access project is a much
needed improvement for street-level pedestrian access from the Sacramento Valley Station through to
the downtown K Street Mall and the new Golden One Center which will be home to the Sacramento
Kings of the National Basketball Association. This particular project offers significant improvements to
revitalize the economic and physical activity in the Chinatown block by creating better accessibility for
residents, their families, commuters, and visitors to Chinatown at the Downtown Sacramento area.

| fully support the seven projects listed above in the City of Sacramento’s application for the Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Grant.

Sincerely,

'Y
The Honorable Dr. Richard Pan

California State Senator, District 6
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May 12, 2016

Jerry Way, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE FRANKLIN CYCLE TRACK PROJECT
(COSUMNES RIVER BOULEVARD TO CALVINE ROAD)
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Way:

On behalf of Cosumnes River College | am pleased to support the City of Sacramento’s efforts to
secure an Active Transportation Program (ATP) Grant to implement the Franklin Cycle Track
project in Sacramento. Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine
Road is an ideal connection for bicycle travel. This segment closes the gap and links the City of
Elk Grove’s bikeway system to the newly developed Cosumnes River Boulevard extension
project in the City of Sacramento.

Cosumnes River Boulevard is a major commercial and commuter corridor spanning I-5 and SR-
99 and will soon have Class | bicycle and pedestrian facilities to accommodate recreational and
commuter travel from the south areas in EIk Grove and Sacramento into downtown. This project
encourages active transportation for our students by providing safe and convenient access to and
from Cosumnes River College along Franklin Boulevard. This project improves the safety,
accessibility and mobility of commuter and recreational bicyclists from Elk Grove through
Sacramento and other areas in the region. We support the City of Sacramento’s application for
this ATP grant.

Sincerely,

Mﬁ--@@w‘\
Edward C. Bush
President

PRESIDENT'S OFFICE

95823-5704

Phone: 916.691.7321
Fax: 916.691.7375
www.crc.losrios.edu





ELK ovp  mm o
GR Nancy Chaires Espinoza

Carmine S. Forcina

. Chet Madison, Sr. Robert Pierce
Dr. Crystal Martinez-Alire Associate Superintendent
Anthony “Tony” Perez : Facilities and Planning

Bobbie Singh-Allen

& Unified School District Robert L. Trigg Education Center (916) 686-7711

9510 Elk Grove-Florin Road, Elk Grove, CA 95624 FAX: (916) 686-7754

May 17, 2016

Jerry Way, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 I Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

- RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE FRANKLIN CYCLE TRACK PROJECT
’ (COSUMNES RIVER BOULEVARD TO CALVINE ROAD)
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM - CYCLE 3

Dear Mr. Way:

The Elk Grove Unified School District is pleased to support the City of Sacramento’s efforts to
secure an Active Transportation Program (ATP) grant to implement the Franklin Cycle Track project
in Sacramento. A separated bike lane on Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard
and Calvine Road would encourage more of our Valley High School students to bike to school and
would be an important north-south “active transportation” connector in that school attendance area.

The Elk Grove Unified School District is dedicated to providing our students with viable and safe
routes to school. This project is in synch with our goals. Not only will this project increase the
number of student bikers, it will further connect them to the bikeway system in the community.
The segment closes a vital gap and links the City of Elk Grove’s bikeway system to the newly
developed Consumes River Boulevard extension project in the City of Sacramento.

In addition, the Franklin Cycle Track will help decrease traffic congestion, encourage healthy
physical activity, and community connection — developments from which all of our area schools
will benefit. ’

On behalf of the Elk Grove Unified School District, I strongly encourage you to support and fund
the Franklin Cycle Track Project.

Sincerely,

Christopher RYHoffman
Superintendent, Elk Grove Unified School District

EIR Grove Unified School District—Excellence by Design
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Regional
Transit

Sacramento Regional
Transit District
A Public Transit Agency
and Equal Opportunity Employer

Administrative Offices
1400 29th Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916-321-2800

Mailing Address
P.O.Box 2110
Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Human Resources
2810 O Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916-556-0299

Customer Service &
Sales Center
1225 R Street

. Sacramento, CA 95811

Route, Schedule & Fare
Information
916-321-BUSS (2877)
TDD 916-483-HEAR (4327)
www.sacrt.com

Public Transit Since 1973

May 20, 2016

Jerry Way, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Letter of Support for Franklin CyCIe Track Active Transportation
Program

Dear Mr. Way :

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) is pleased to support the
City of Sacramento’s efforts to secure an Active Transportation (ATP)
grant to implement the Franklin Cycle Track project in Sacramento.

Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine
Road is an ideal connection for bicycle travel and transit connection. RT
has recently completed a $270 million light rail extension to Cosumnes
River Boulevard with a new station at Franklin Boulevard. This project
links the City of Elk Grove’s bikeway system to this new station, providing
regional commuters a great opportunity to ride their bikes and light rail
directly downtown. Not only will this project fill a gap to allow people to get
out of their cars for commuting, but will also provide incentive for healthier
living and choosing cycling to get to work for their daily exercise.

RT supports the City of Sacramento’s application for the ATP grant.

% u/@

Michael R. Wiley
General Manager/CEO





& § R4 M

WALKSACRAMENTO

Jerry Way, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 I Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE FRANKLIN CYCLE TRACK PROJECT
(COSUMNES RIVER BOULEVARD TO CALVINE ROAD)
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Way:

T am pleased to support the City of Sacramento’s efforts to secure an Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Grant to implement the Franklin Cycle Track project in Sacramento.
Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road is an ideal
connection for bicycle travel. This project will help to create more transportation options in
South Sacramento, providing active transportation access to schools, employment centers,
parks, and multi-modal transit facilities. This project also supports WALKSacramento’s
mission of advancing healthier communities through active transportation.

This segment closes the gap and links the City of Elk Grove’s bikeway system to the newly
developed Cosumnes River Boulevard extension project in the City of Sacramento.
Cosumnes River Boulevard will be a major commereial and commuter corridor spanning I-5
and SR-99 and will have Class I bicycle and pedestrian facilities to accommodate
recreational and commuter travel from the south areas in EIk Grove and Sacramento into
Downtown. This project improves the safety, accessibility and mobility of commuter and
recreational bicyclists from Elk Grove through Sacramento and other areas in the region.

Furthermore, I am pleased that the City of Sacramento reached out to WALKSacramento for
assistance in identifying and communicating the positive health impacts of this project.
Achieving healthier communities truly starts with dialogue about the linkages between
health and planning.

I'support the City of Sacramento’s application for this ATP grant.

Sincerely,

Candace Rutt
Executive Director
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May 19, 2016

Jerry Way, Director
Department of Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE FRANKLIN CYCLE TRACK IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Way:

We are pleased to support the City of Sacramento’s efforts to secure an Active Transportation
Program (ATP) grant to implement the Franklin Cycle Track project in Sacramento. Franklin
Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road is an ideal connection for
bicycle travel. This segment closes the gap and links the City of Elk Grove's bikeway system to
the newly developed Cosumnes River Boulevard extension project in the City of Sacramento.

Cosumnes River Boulevard will be a major commercial and commuter corridor spanning 1-5 and
SR-99 and will have Class | bicycle and pedestrian facilities to accommodate recreational and
commuter travel from the south areas in Elk Grove and Sacramento into downtown. The
project accomplishes the ATP goals of helping the environment and improving public health by
reducing the vehicle trips and increasing biking. It improves the safety, accessibility and
mobility of commuter and recreational bicyclists from Elk Grove through Sacramento and other
areas in the region.

We support the City of Sacramento’s application for this ATP grant. Thank you for allowing the
City of Elk Grove to participate in this process and the opportunity it would provide to further
support our residents.

v

Bob Murdoch P.E.
Public Works Director

Sincerely,





		City of Sac ATP 05-12-16

		Attachment H-1_CRC-President Bush

		05 19 2016 To Jerry Way Support Franklin Cycle Improve Proj

		city_of_sac_active_transportation

		Franklin Cycle Track - ATP Cycle 3 EGUSD Letter of Support FINAL

		Letter of Support Franklin Cycle Track Active Trans Prog

		WALKSacramento Letter of Support Franklin Cycle Track




DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 915 | STREET

PUBLIC WORKS ROOM 2000

CALIFORNIA
SACRAMENTO, CA
ENGINEERING SERVICES DIVISION 95814-2604

PH  (916) 808-8300
FAX (916) 808-8281

EXHIBIT 22-F REQUEST FOR STATE ATP FUNDING

To: ATP Manager Date: _ 6/3/2016
1120 N Street, MS 1
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Request for ATP State Funding

The City of Sacramento hereby requests ATP State funding for the following project:

PROJECT NAME: Franklin Boulevard Class IV Protected Bikeway

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Describe specifically what work is being accomplished, include PPNO):

This project proposes to construct a new two-way cycle track along the west side of Franklin Boulevard between
Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. Improvements include construction of sidewalk, curb and gutter,
roadway resurfacing, and placement of a concrete barrier with decorative railing.

JUSTIFICATION:

A. Type of Work (Infrastructure (IF), Non-Infrastructure(NI), Combined (IF/NI)), Plan:
IF

B. Project cost:
$2,256,889

C. Status of Project
1. Beginning and Ending Dates of the Project
Proposed Beginning  8/16/2016
Proposed Ending 5/31/2020
2. Environmental Clearance Status

Not applicable. Project has not been initiated.

Exhibit 22-F
Page |1 May 30, 2015





Local Assistance Program Guidelines EXHIBIT 22-F
Request for State ATP Funding

3. R/W Clearance Status (if currently R/W certified as #3, when will the certification be upgraded to
a #1 or #2?)
Not applicable. No R/W to acquire.
4. Status of Construction
a) Proposed Advertising Date
Not applicable. Project has not been initiated.
b) Proposed Contract and Construction Award Dates

Not applicable. Project has not been initiated.

D. Total Project Funding Plan by Fiscal Year (list all funding sources & anticipated fund usage by year

include all phases)

EY PHASE FUNDS SOURCE
Prior PA&ED / PS&E $315,000 CMAQ
Prior PA&ED / PS&E $85,000 Local
19/20 Construction $1,644,000 ATP
19/20 Construction $213,000 Local

E. State specific reasons for requesting State-Only fund and why Federal funds should not be used on the
project.

Not applicable.

REGIONAL AGENCY CONCURRENCE: Not applicable.

(Name of Regional Agency) concurs with this request for an exception to the Project Funding Policy. (Only for
MPO selected projects):

(Signature of Regional Agency Representative) (Only for MPO selected projects):

(Signature of Local Agency Representative)

Exhibit 22-F
Page |2 May 30, 2015






Cecilyn Foote

From: Cecilyn Foote

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:55 PM

To: atp@ccc.ca.gov; Active Transportation Program

Cc: Cecilyn Foote

Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway
Attachments: Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Detailed Estimate.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV

Protected Bikeway - Schedule.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Project
Map.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Preliminary Plan.pdf

The City of Sacramento is submitting grant applications for the Active Transportation Program Cycle
3. Regarding Question #8 in the application, please consider whether you would be interested in taking part in
the following project:

PROJECT TITLE
Franklin Boulevard Class IV Protected Bikeway

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project proposes to construct a new two-way cycle track along the west side of Franklin Boulevard
between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. Improvements include construction of sidewalk, curb
and gutter, roadway resurfacing, and placement of a concrete barrier with decorative railing.

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Assuming this project receives grant funds, construction is anticipated to begin in March 2020.

The following documents are attached:
e Detailed Estimate
e Project Schedule

e Project Map

e Preliminary Plan

Please let me know if you plan to participate in this project and indicate the items you intend to work on or
contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Cecilyn Foote, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works
(916) 808-6843





Cecilyn Foote

From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC <Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov> on behalf of ATP@CCC
<ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 1:59 PM

To: Cecilyn Foote

Subject: FW: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected
Bikeway

Hi Cecilyn,

The CCC is unable to participate in this project. Please include a copy of this email with your application as proof of
reaching us.

Thank you,

Melanie Wallace

Chief Deputy Analyst
California Conservation Corps
1719 24" Street

Sacramento, CA 95816
0(916)341-3153

M (916)508-1167

F (877)315-5085
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:

Save Qur

Water

SaveOurWater.com - Drought.CA.gov

From: Cecilyn Foote [mailto:CFoote@cityofsacramento.org]

Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 1:16 PM

To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>

Cc: Cecilyn Foote <CFoote@cityofsacramento.org>

Subject: FW: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway

Good afternoon,

I am following up on this project. The City of Sacramento submitted five projects for your consideration and have
received responses back on four of them. | am wondering if | just did not receive the email for this project. If you did
respond, can you please resend the email?

Thank you!

Cecilyn Foote, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works





(916) 808-6843

From: Cecilyn Foote

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:55 PM

To: atp@ccc.ca.gov; Active Transportation Program

Cc: Cecilyn Foote

Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway

The City of Sacramento is submitting grant applications for the Active Transportation Program Cycle
3. Regarding Question #8 in the application, please consider whether you would be interested in taking part in
the following project:

PROJECT TITLE
Franklin Boulevard Class IV Protected Bikeway

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project proposes to construct a new two-way cycle track along the west side of Franklin Boulevard
between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. Improvements include construction of sidewalk, curb
and gutter, roadway resurfacing, and placement of a concrete barrier with decorative railing.

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Assuming this project receives grant funds, construction is anticipated to begin in March 2020.

The following documents are attached:
e Detailed Estimate
e Project Schedule

e Project Map

e Preliminary Plan

Please let me know if you plan to participate in this project and indicate the items you intend to work on or
contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Cecilyn Foote, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works
(916) 808-6843






Cecilyn Foote

From: Cecilyn Foote

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:55 PM

To: atp@ccc.ca.gov; Active Transportation Program

Cc: Cecilyn Foote

Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway
Attachments: Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Detailed Estimate.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV

Protected Bikeway - Schedule.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Project
Map.pdf; Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected Bikeway - Preliminary Plan.pdf

The City of Sacramento is submitting grant applications for the Active Transportation Program Cycle
3. Regarding Question #8 in the application, please consider whether you would be interested in taking part in
the following project:

PROJECT TITLE
Franklin Boulevard Class IV Protected Bikeway

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project proposes to construct a new two-way cycle track along the west side of Franklin Boulevard
between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. Improvements include construction of sidewalk, curb
and gutter, roadway resurfacing, and placement of a concrete barrier with decorative railing.

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Assuming this project receives grant funds, construction is anticipated to begin in March 2020.

The following documents are attached:
e Detailed Estimate
e Project Schedule

e Project Map

e Preliminary Plan

Please let me know if you plan to participate in this project and indicate the items you intend to work on or
contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Cecilyn Foote, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works
(916) 808-6843





Cecilyn Foote

From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org>

Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 11:23 AM

To: Cecilyn Foote

Cc: atp@ccc.ca.gov

Subject: Re: ATP Cycle 3 Grant Application - Sacramento - Franklin Blvd Class IV Protected
Bikeway

Hello Cecilyn,

Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project. Please
include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps.

Thank you,
Dominique

On Fri, May 27, 2016 at 1:55 PM, Cecilyn Foote <CFoote@cityofsacramento.org> wrote:

The City of Sacramento is submitting grant applications for the Active Transportation Program Cycle
3. Regarding Question #8 in the application, please consider whether you would be interested in taking part in
the following project:

PROJECT TITLE

Franklin Boulevard Class IV Protected Bikeway

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This project proposes to construct a new two-way cycle track along the west side of Franklin Boulevard
between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road. Improvements include construction of sidewalk, curb
and gutter, roadway resurfacing, and placement of a concrete barrier with decorative railing.

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Assuming this project receives grant funds, construction is anticipated to begin in March 2020.

The following documents are attached:
e Detailed Estimate
e Project Schedule

e Project Map





e Preliminary Plan

Please let me know if you plan to participate in this project and indicate the items you intend to work on or
contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Cecilyn Foote, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer
City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works

(916) 808-6843

Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant
Environmental & Energy Consulting

1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org

xl
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Need to review/analyze storm drain/gutter conditions
Does not require street lighting relocation

Maintains pedestrian access on S/B direction sidewalk
Provide pedestrian access at bus stops and intersections
Review/consider buffer treatment options (delineators,
barrier, Bott’s dots, pavement markings)





FRANKLIN BLVD
(between Cosumnes River Blvd and Calvine Rd)
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e Concrete barrier with decorative railing separation
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Does not require storm drain modification

* Does not require street lighting relocation

e Maintains pedestrian access on S/B direction sidewalk

* Provide pedestrian access at bus stops and intersections
e Requires provision for residential access at driveways

RESIDENTIAL/
DRIVEWAYS

RESIDENTIAL/
DRIVEWAYS





Page 1 of 1

http://nacto.org/wp-content/gallery/2012 twowaycycletrack/newyork raisedtwoway.ipg 1/29/2015
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http://nacto.org/wp-content/gallery/2012 twowaycycletrack/two-way-cycle-track dc.ipg 1/29/2015
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http://nacto.org/wp-content/gallery/2012 twowaycycletrack/two-way-cycle-track dc02.ijpg  1/29/2015





Key Indicators
2010 Census

Total Population: 45,294

Diversity

White: 19.6%

Black: 20%

Hispanic: 26.7%

Asian: 24.5%

American Indian/Alaska Native: 0.3%

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander: 2.7%
Two Plus Races: 5.9%

Other: 0.3%

Census Tracts

96.34, 96.15, 96.14, 96.09, 96.10, 96.01, 96.33, 96.18





Population by Gender, Age, and Race/Ethnicity, 2010 Census















The codes below describe the field names of the following table:
T. M. = Total Male

T. F. = Total Female





W. M. = White Male

W. F. = White Female

B. M. = Black Male

B. F. = Black Female

H. M. = Hispanic Male

H. F. = Hispanic Female

As. M. = Asian Male

As. F. = Asian Female

NHPI M. = Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Male
NHPI F. = Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Female
AIAN M. = American Indian/Alaskan Native Male
AIAN F. = American Indian/Alaskan Native Female
T.P. M. = Two Plus Male

T.P. F. = Two Plus Female

O.M. = Other Male

O.F. = Other Female










For 2009-2013 ACS Median Income by Census Tract visit:

http://mapping.sacog.org/factsheets/2013-5yrACS-med%20income%20Cen
sus%20Tract-County.xIsx





Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census and 2009-2013 5-year
American Community Survey (ACS)

ACS note for Margin of Error (MOE):





Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The
degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is
the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the
estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of error
(the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition
to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error.
The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation
/Accuracy/MultiyearACSAccuracyofData2010.pdf
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Franklin Boulevard Cycle Track Survey

The City of Sacramento Public Works Department is currently pursuing an
Active Transportation Program grant in your neighborhood! The goals of
this program is to encourage more bicycling by providing improvements to
the roadway that make bicycling safer and more enjoyable. A concept
project “Franklin Cycle Track™ has been developed below and we need
your feedback to make this project better. Please submit responses by
Friday, April 17th.

* Required

Project Description

Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard and Calvine Road is
an ideal connection for bicycle travel. This segment closes the gap and
links the Laguna Creek Class | Bikeway in Elk Grove to the newly developed
Cosumnes River Boulevard extension project. Cosumnes River Boulevard
will be a major commercial and commuter corridor spanning I-5 and SR-99
and will have Class | bicycle and pedestrian facilities to accommodate
recreational and commuter travel from the south areas in Elk Grove and
Sacramento into Downtown. Below is a picture of what a cycle track looks
like and an example of how they can be separated from automotive travel.
You can find more information at this link http://nacto.org/cities-for-
cycling/design-guide/cycle-tracks/.

Figure 1 - Cycle Track

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1ETteik6rCYKkiDLIvoe57GNZuAnFB6CN1xqinuJWxZ... 4/7/2015
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1. If a Cycle Track was created on Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard
and Calvine Road about how often do you think that you would use it? *

2. If a Cycle Track was created on Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard
and Calvine Road, how do you think you would use it? *
Check one or more

[] For recreation

[] For fitness

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1 ETtgik6rCYKkKiDLIvoe57GNZuAnFB6CN 1 xginuJWxZ... 4/7/2015
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[] To commute to work

[[] To commute to school (including accompanying your children to school)
[] Torun errands

[] Nature watching

[] Not at all
[] Other

3. If a Cycle Track was created on Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River Boulevard
and Calvine Road, how do you think other members of your household would use it? *

Check one or more

[] For recreation

[] For fitness

[] To commute to work

[[] To commute to school (including accompanying your children to school)
[] Torun errands

[] Nature watching

[] Not at all
[] Other

4. Do you currently visit other trails within the greater Sacramento region? *
If yes, please specify locations.

4a. If yes, how often do you use them?

[V

5. What do you believe are the benefits of better bike connections and buffered bike lanes
or separated bike paths such as a Cycle Track? *

[] Neighborhood revitalization

[] Environmental interpretation

[] Recreational opportunities

[] Improved physical fitness and health

[] Active transportation (bicycling, walking)

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1ETteik6rCYKkiDLIvoe57GNZuAnFB6CN1xqinuJWxZ... 4/7/2015
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[] Nature watching

[] Children’s access to school

[] Reduced exposure to auto traffic

[] Improved air quality by eliminating auto trips

[ ] None

[] Other:|

6. If the Cycle Track was installed, what would prevent you from using it? *
["] Not on my route or convenient
[] Unfamiliar with how it is used

[] Nothing would prevent me from using it

[] Other: | |

7. Would you support a Cycle Track on Franklin Boulevard between Cosumnes River
Boulevard and Calvine Road? *

[V
| Submit |

Never submit passwords through Google Forms.

Powered by This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Report Abuse - Terms of Service - Additional Terms

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1ETteik6rCYKkiDLIvoe57GNZuAnFB6CN1xqinuJWxZ... 4/7/2015





Daily

Often
Sometimes
Hardly ever
Never

Pie Chart

9
22
26
15

5
77

12%
29%
34%
19%

6%

H Daily

H Often

M Sometimes

M Hardly ever

M Never

Would you support the project?

Yes 75 97%
No 2 3%

3%

M Yes

H No






Recreation and Fitness 44 72%

Commute to School 5 8%
Commute to Work 12 20%
61

M Recreation and Fitness
B Commute to School

= Commute to Work






City of Sacramento
Engineering and Traffic Survey

Speed Zone: FRANKLIN BLVD between CITY LIMITS and MACK RD
Survey Location: BETWEEN GOYA PARKWAY & LIPPI PARKWAY Average Daily Traffic (ADT): 27,402
Survey Date: 1/18/2011 Start Time: 9:30 End Time: 10:00 Date of ADT: 11/1/2007
Expiration Date: 1/18/2018 Observer: Tara Barretto Radar Serial No. DS 13639
_ Posted Speed Limit (mph): 45 85" % Speed (mph): 47.4 Avg. Speed (mph): 43.4 Weather: Dry
SPOT SPEED DATA LAND USE AND ROADWAY CONDITIONS
Speed No.of Percentof Cumulative
mph Vehicles Total Percentage Predominant Land Use
<=15 0 0.00% 0.00%
16 0 0.00% 0.00% Single Family Residential [] Multi-Family Residential [] Commercial [X]
17 0 0.00% 0.00%
18 0 0.00% 0.00% Office [ ] Industrial [ | Park [ ]
19 0 0.00% 0.00%
20 0 0.00% 0.00% School []
21 0 0.00% 0.00%
22 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
23 0 0.00% 0.00%
24 0 0.00% 0.00%
25 0 0.00% 0.00%
26 0 0.00% 0.00%
27 0 0.00% 0.00% Roadway Characteristics
28 0 0.00% 0.00%
29 0 0.00% 0.00% No Parking
30 0 0.00% 0.00%
31 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
32 0 0.00% 0.00%
33 0 0.00% 0.00%
34 0 0.00% 0.00%
35 2 1.98% 1.98%
36 5 4.95% 6.93% Segment Length (ft): 6,900 Width (ft): 86
37 6 5.94% 12.87%
38 3 2.97% 15.84% No. of Lanes: 4 (2 N/B, 2 §/B) Bikeways: On-Street Bike Lanes
39 4 3.96% 19.80%
40 5 4.95% 24.75% Alignment: Straightaway Visibility: Good
41 7 6.93% 31.68%
42 8 7.92% 39.60% Median and/or
43 9 8.91% 48.51% Center Line Treatment: Raised Median
44 9 8.91% 57.43%
45 9 8.91% 66.34% Notes:
46 10 9.90% 76.24% UNMARKED, UNCONTROLLED CROSSWALK @ (COUNTY STREETS)EAST PRKWY, GOYA PRKWY, C
47 7 6.93% 83.17% PRKWY, ART PRKWY, A PRKWY, WILLIAMSBORQUGH DR, GREEN TREE DR,(CITY STREET)DOSS
48 5 4.95% 88.12% WAY.
49 5 4.95% 93.07%
50 3 2.97% 96.04%
51 2 1.98% 98.02% Traffic Controls:
52 2 1.88%  100.00% ||| (Location of Signals, Stop Signs, and Roundabouts)
53 0 0.00%  100.00% (| SIGNAL @ FLORIN RD, MEADOWGATE DR, G PRKWY, CASELLI CIR, BROOKFIELD DR.
54 0 0.00%  100.00%
55 0 0.00%  100.00%
56 0 0.00%  100.00%
57 0 0.00%  100.00% ||| Traffic Calming:
58 0 0.00%  100.00% ||| (Location of Traffic Calming Devices)
59 0 0.00%  100.00%
>=60 0 0.00%  100.00%
Total 101 100.00%
Collision History e
Year .moﬁm_. lo. of Oo__mm_o:m.n_._m to Signature: (VN&K\[ \@MUN\A'\
Collisions Speeding
2009 20 9 Certifying Engineer
2010 25 8
Justification of Recommended Speed Limit:
The E&TS indicated that the average 85th percentile speed is 47.7 mph (see page number 215.5 for other E&TS). There are existing unmarked uncontrolled
crosswalks at East Parkway, Goya Parkway, C Parkway, A Parkway, Williamsborough Drive, Green Tree Drive, Doss Way, Sunmeadow Drive and Boyce Drive.
Furthermore, The City of Sacramento is in planning to develop the existing detention basin along the west side of Franklin Boulevard at the intersection of
Boyce Drive into a new park and soccer fields and is planned for construction in 2012. Therefore, the City Council on the recommendation of the City Traffic
Engineer, approved to re-establish the speed limit for this speed zone at 45 mph.

Page No. 215





City of Sacramento
Engineering and Traffic Survey

Speed Zone: FRANKLIN BLYD hetween CITY LIMITS and MACK RD
Survey Location: BETWEEN SUNMEADOW DR & BOYCE DR Average Daily Traffic (ADT): 22,920
Survey Date: 3M10/2011 Start Time: 9:40 End Time: 10:10 Date of ADT: 8/10/2005
Expiration Date: 3/102018 Observer: Tara Barretlo Radar Serial No. DS 13639
_ Posted Speed Limit (mph): 45 85" % Speed (mph): 48.0 Avg. Speed (mph): 42.5 Weather: Dry
SPOT SPEED DATA LAND USE AND ROADWAY CONDITIONS
Speed Ne.of Percentof Cumulative
mph  Vehicles  Total  Percentage Predominant Land Use
<=15 0 0.00% 0.00%
16 0 0.00% 0.00% Single Family Residential [ | Multi-Family Residential [X] Commercial [X]
17 0 0.00% 0.00%
18 0 0.00% 0.00% Office [ ] Industrial [ ] Park []
19 0 0.00% 0.00%
20 0 0.00% 0.00% School [7]
21 0 0.00% 0.00%
22 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
23 0 0.00% 0.00%
24 0 0.00% 0.00%
25 0 0.00% 0.00%
26 0 0.00% 0.00%
27 0 0.00% 0.00% Roadway Characteristics
28 0 0.00% 0.00%
29 0 0.00%  0.00% || On Street Parking: No Parking
30 0 0.00% 0.00%
1| 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes: THERE IS PARKING ALLOWED ON THE E/S ON FRANKLIN BLVD BTWN BOYCE DR & SUN
32 0 0.00% 0.00%
32 1 0.93% 0.93%
34 3 2.80% 3.74% Roadway Geometry:
35 4 3.74% 7.48%
36 3 2.80% 10.28% Segment Length (ft): 6,900 Width (ft): 86
a7 7 6.54% 16.82%
38 9 8.41% 25.23% No. of Lanes: 4 (2 N/B,2 S/B) Bikeways: On-Street Bike Lanes
39 7 6.54% 31.78%
40 7 6.54% 38.32% Alignment: Straightaway Visibility: Good
4 10 9.35% 47.66%
42 8 7.48% 55.14% Median and/or
43 7 6.54% 61.68% Center Line Treatment: Raised Median
44 5 4.67% 66.36%
45 7 6.54% 72.90% Notes:
46 5 4.67% 77.57% UNMARKED, UNCONTROLLED CROSSWALK @ (COUNTY STREETS)EAST PRKWY, GOYA PRKWY, C
47 3 2.80% 80.37% PRKWY, ART PRKWY, A PRKWY, WILLIAMSBOROUGH DR, GREEN TREE DR, (CITY STREET)DOSS
48 5 4.67% 85.05% WAY SUNMEADOW DR, & BOYCE DR.
49 5 4.67% 89.72%
50 2 1.87% 91.59%
51 4 3.74%  95.33% ||| Traffic Controls:
52 1 0.93% 96.26% (Location of Signals, Stop Signs, and Roundabouts)
53 2 1.87% 98.13% SIGNAL @ FLORIN RD, MEADOWGATE DR, G PRKWY, CASELLI CIR, BROOKFIELD DR, MACK RD.
54 0 0.00% 98.13%
55 1 0.93% 99.07%
56 1 0.93% 100.00%
57 0 0.00%  100.00% || Traffic Calming:
58 0 0.00%  100.00% ||| (Location of Traffic Calming Devices)
59 0 0.00% 100.00%
>=60 0 0.00%  100.00%
Total 107 100.00%
Collision History /
—_ Total No. of Collisions due to Signature: " \Fo—m—e
Collisions Speeding
2009 20 9 Certifying Engineer
2010 25 8
Justification of Recommended Speed Limit:
The E&TS indicated that the average 85th percentile speed is 47.7 mph (see page number 215.5 for other E&TS). There are existing unmarked uncontrolled
crosswalks at East Parkway, Goya Parkway, C Parkway, A Parkway, Williamsborough Drive, Green Tree Drive, Doss Way, Sunmeadow Drive and Boyce Drive.
Furthermore, The City of Sacramento is in planning to develop the existing detention basin along the west side of Franklin Boulevard at the intersection of
Boyce Drive into a new park and soccer fields and is planned for construction in 2012. Therefore, the City Council on the recommendation of the City Traffic
Engineer, approved to re-establish the speed limit for this speed zone at 45 mph.

Page No. 215.5





City of Sacramento
Engineering and Traffic Survey

Speed Zone: FRANKLIN BLVD between MACK RD and COSUMNES RIVER BLVD
Survey Location: BETWEEN WISPER WOOD WY & VALLEY Hi DR Average Daily Traffic (ADT): 29,074
Survey Date: 1/18/2011 Start Time: 10:20 End Time: 10:50 Date of ADT: 2/3/2005
Expiration Date: 1/18/2018 Observer: Tara Barretto Radar Serial No. DS 13639
_ Posted Speed Limit (mph): 45 85" 9 Speed (mph): 46.5 Avg. Speed (mph): 43.1 Weather: Dry
SPOT SPEED DATA LAND USE AND ROADWAY CONDITIONS
Speed No.of Percentof Cumulative
mph Vehicles Total  Percentage Predominant Land Use
<=15 0 0.00% 0.00%
16 0 0.00% 0.00% Single Family Residential [}] Multi-Family Residential [] Commercial [X]
17 0 0.00% 0.00%
18 0 0.00% 0.00% Office [] Industrial [7] Park []
19 0 0.00% 0.00%
20 0 0.00% 0.00% School []
21 0 0.00% 0.00%
22 [1] 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
23 0 0.00% 0.00%
24 0 0.00% 0.00%
25 0 0.00% 0.00%
26 0 0.00% 0.00%
27 0 0.00%  0.00% Roadway Characteristics
28 0 0.00% 0.00%
29 0 0.00% 0.00% No Parking
30 0 0.00% 0.00%
3 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
32 0 0.00% 0.00%
33 1] 0.00% 0.00%
34 1 0.99% 0.99% Boadway Geometry:
35 2 1.98% 2.97%
36 2 1.98% 4.95% Segment Length (ft): 7,460 Width (ft): 82-92
37 3 2.97% 7.92%
38 5 4.95% 12.87% No. of Lanes: 4 (2 N/B,2 S/B) Bikeways: On-Street Bike Lanes
39 5 4.95% 17.82%
40 6 5.94% 23.76% Alignment: Straightaway Visibility: Good
41 8 7.92% 31.68%
42 1 10.89%  42.57% Median and/or
43 11 10.89%  53.47% Center Line Treatment: Raised Median
44 10 9.90% 63.37%
45 9 8.91% 72.28% Notes:
46 10 9.90% 82.18% UNMARKED, UNCONTROLLED CROSSWALK @ CAMINO ROYALE DR, CALLE ROYALE WY, BECKET
47 6 5.94% 88.12% WY, WISPER WOOD WY, MANACOR DR, & TORRENTE WY.
48 3 2.97% 91.09%
49 3 2.97% 94.06%
50 4 3.96% 98.02%
51 1 0.99% 99.01% Traffic Controls:
52 1 0.99% 100.00% {Location of Signals, Stop Signs, and Roundabouts)
53 0 0.00%  100.00% (| SIGNAL @ MACK RD, ARMADALE WY, VALLEY HI DR, & COSUMNES RIVER BLVD.
54 1] 0.00% 100.00%
55 0 0.00% 100.00%
56 0 0.00%  100.00%
57 0 0.00%  100.00% (|| Traffic Calmin
58 0 0.00% 100.00% ([ (Location of Traffic Calming Devices)
59 0 0.00%  100.00%
>=60 0 0.00%  100.00%
Total 101 100.00%
Collision History N
_— Total No. of Collisions due to Signature: e (2~ .
Collisions Speeding
2009 26 11 Certifying Engineer
2010 29 12
Justification of Recommended Speed Limit:
Since the 85th percentile speed of Franklin Boulevard, between Mack Road and Cosumnes River Boulevard, as indicated by an E&TS is 46.5 mph, the posted
speed limit for this speed zone should be re-established at 45 mph.
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City of Sacramento
Engineering and Traffic Survey

Speed Zone: FRANKLIN BLVD between COSUMNES RIVER BLVD and FRANCESCA STREET

Survey Location: BETWEEN IDAHO DR & VILLAGE WOOD DR. Average Daily Traffic (ADT): 22,387

Survey Date: 31812012 Start Time: 11:00 End Time: 11:30 Date of ADT: 8/156/2002

Expiration Date: 3812019 Observer: Tara Barretto Radar Serial No. DS 13639
_ Posted Speed Limit (mph): 45 85" % Speed (mph): 47.7 Avg. Speed (mph): 44.5 Weather: Dry

SPOT SPEED DATA

LAND USE AND ROADWAY CONDITIONS

Speed No.of Percentof Cumulative
mph Vehicles Total Percentage Predominant Land Use

<=15 0 0.00% 0.00%
16 0 0.00% 0.00% Single Family Residential [X] Multi-Family Residential [] Commercial [ ]
17 0 0.00% 0.00%
18 0 0.00% 0.00% Office [ Industrial [] Park [
19 0 0.00% 0.00%
20 0 0.00% 0.00% School []
21 0 0.00% 0.00%
22 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
23 0 0.00% 0.00%
24 0 0.00% 0.00%
25 0 0.00% 0.00%
26 0 0.00% 0.00%
27 0 0.00% 0.00% Roadway Characteristics
28 0 0.00% 0.00%
29 0 0.00% 0.00% On Street Parking: Light
30 0 0.00% 0.00%
31 0 0.00% 0.00% Notes:
32 0 0.00% 0.00%
33 0 0.00% 0.00%
34 0 0.00% 0.00% Roadway Geometry:
35 0 0.00% 0.00%
36 0 0.00% 0.00% Segment Length (ft): 7,500 Width (ft): 95
37 2 1.90% 1.90%
38 3 2.86% 4.76% No. of Lanes: 4 (2 N/B, 2 $/B) Bikeways: On-Street Bike Lanes
39 4 3.81% 8.57%
40 4 3.81% 12.38% Alignment: Straightaway Visibility: Good
41 6 5.71% 18.10%
42 6 5.71% 23.81% Median and/or
43 15 14.29%  38.10% Center Line Treatment: Raised Median
44 15 14.29%  52.38%
45 17 16.19% 68.57% Notes:
46 7 6.67% 75.24% UNMARKED UNCONTROLLED CROSSWALK @ FRANCESCA ST, WESTHAM WY, ADALIS DR, WUTHERING AVE, BASSETT
a7 7 6.67% 81.90% WY, VILLAGE STAR DR, VILLAGE WOOD DR, IDAHO DR.
43 & 4.76% 86.67%
49 5 4.76% 91.43%
50 2 1.90% 93.33%
51 3 2.86% 96.19% Traffic Controls:
52 2 1.90% 98.10% (Location of Signals, Stop Signs, and Roundabouts)
53 0 0.00% 98.10% SIGNAL @ COSUMNES RIVER BLVD, EHRHARDT AVE, CALVINE RD.
54 1 0.95% 99.06%
55 1 0.95%  100.00%
56 1] 0.00% 100.00%
57 1] 0.00% 100.00% ||| Traffic Calmin
58 0 0.00% 100.00% (Location of Traffic Calming Devices)
59 0 0.00%  100.00% ||| RUMBLE STRIPS BTWN CALVINE RD & ADALIS DR ON N/B LANES.

>=60 0 0.00% 100.00%

Total 105 100.00%

Collision History
— Total No. of Collisions due to Signature: \Sash.  Urseero
Collisions Speeding o
2010 1 7 Certifying Engineer
2011 4 0
Justification of Recommended Speed Limit:
Since the B5th percentile speed as indicated by an E&TS is 47.7 mph, the posted speed limit for this speed zone shall be re-established at 45 mph.
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Transportation Programming Guide Survey 2013

The Department of Public Works is currently updating the project lists for the 2013 Transportation Programming Guide
(TPG). The TPG is a comprehensive document that outlines the City of Sacramento's current and future transportation
needs. It is a reference manual that identifies and prioritizes projects that can be constructed when funding becomes
available. For details about the 'TPG or to see the previous version, please visit:

http://Mmww.cityofsacramento.org/transportation/engineering/fundingtpg.html

New projects in the following program areas are added through master plans or requests by Council Members, various
interest groups, and community members. We would like to hear your thoughts about transportation project needs in
these areas: :

+ Major Street Improvements
» Traffic Signals

* Bicycle Improvements

+ Streetscape Enhancements
« Pedestrian Improvements

If you have a project idea in any of these program areas, please take a few minutes to complete this short survey. Please
be as specific as possible about the location. The suggestions will be reviewed and considered for inclusion in the 2013
TPG. The survey will remain open through April 15th.

Typically includes road widening, road extensions or connections, grade separations (overpasses or underpasses),
intersection construction, or other large road modifications. These improvements are meant to close gaps in the City's
circulation network, relieve congestion, improve safety, and/or provide for the efficient movement of people, services and
goods.

1. What specific transportation issue do you want us to consider?

2. What is the exact location? Please indicate the street name and cross streets.

a0

3. What major street improvement (road widening, roadway extension, etc.) do you believe
will address the issue? Please be specific.

A

TRAFFIC SIGNAL

Includes new traffic signals or roundabouts for controlling traffic at intersections. Intersections are evaluated to see if a
traffic signal is warranted. Other traffic control measures may be installed and then monitored for effectiveness.






Transportation Programming Guide Survey 2013

4. What specific traffic issue do you want us to consider?

§
|

6. If a traffic signal is not warranted, what other improvement (roundabout, all-way stop,
additional traffic striping or signage, etc.) do you believe will address the issue? Please be

5. What is the exact intersection?

specific.

_BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS

Includes on-street bikeways, off-street bikeways (non-motorized trails), and bike/pedestrian bridges. These improvements
are meant to promote alternate modes of travel and provide a safe, comprehensive, and integrated bicycle system.

7. What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider?

|

8. What is the exact location? Please indicate the street name and cross streets or the area

and boundaries.

9. What improvément (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or bike/pedestrian bridge) do
you believe will address the issue? Please be specific.

Typically includes landscaped street medians, landscaped planter strips, irrigation for landscaping, and decorative
(stamped and/or colored) concrete or pavement. These enhancements are meant to improve both the aesthetics and the

travel experience for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians on the City's streets.
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10. What specific pedestrian issue do you want us to consider?

L

jp—
7.

11. What is the exact location? Please indicate the street corridor and cross streets.

S

L 4

12. What streetscape improvement (landscaped median, landscaped planter, etc.) do you
believe will address the issue? Please be specific.

Typically, includes adding or improving sidewalks and/or crosswalks. These improvements are meant to enhance
pedestrian conditions to make Sacramente a more walkable city.

13. What specific pedestrian issue do you want us to consider?

'y

4

14. What is the exact location? Please indicate either the street name and cross streets or
the intersection.

e

15. What pedestrian improvement (new sidewalk; widened sidewalk, crosswélk, etc.‘):dro ]
you believe will address the issue? Please be specific.

If you would fike to comment on other transportation improvement ideas, please explain your idea(s), potential location
and benefits you believe it would achieve. Please be as specific as possible.

16. My idea is...

(OPTIONAL INFORMATION
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We will contact you in the event that we have questions about the survey comments.

17. Please provide your name, daytime telephone number and email address. Thank you.

|






Bicycle Program - Survey Results

What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
224 | 04/15/2013 |Freeport Blvd from Sutterville to 4th Ave lacks bike lanes and is extremely [See above Please find funding to complete the bike lanes project that has already
dangerous for bicyclists, especially in front of McClatchy High where many been planned
students are traveling
223 | 04/15/2013
222 | 04/15/2013
221 04/15/2013 |Pedestrian & Bicycle access from the bicycle trail/levee to the Howe Ave. | The south-east side of the Howe Ave bridge over the American River. Create an access point through the railing. Currently people are climbing
bridge over the American River. the railing to gain access.
220 | 04/14/2013
219 [ 04/14/2013
218 | 04/13/2013 |More Bike Lanes Broadway between I-5 and highway 99 Two lane street instead of 4. Add Bike Lanes
217 | 04/13/2013 [Bicycle connectivity and safety Stockton Blvd between Alahambra and Y Street adding bike lanes and traffic calming
216 | 04/12/2013
215 | 04/12/2013 |Completion of the bike trail connectivity next to the East Drain Canal in Along the East Drain Canal trail we need curb cuts and pedestrian activated|At each location: curb cuts, median cuts, trail alignment, signals,
North Natomas - that means all the connection points going north/south signals going from north to south at each intersection of East Drain Canal |crosswalks. A bridge over the canal just north of Del Paso Blvd and
from Elkhorn Blvd. to Airport Road. Also, a bridge east/west just north of ~ [and: Bridgecross, Club Center, Del Paso and Arena. directional signage where applicable.
Del Paso connecting the neighbors on the east, to the North Natomas
Regional Park. Directional signage is needed as well.
214 | 04/12/2013 |North B Street is terrible for bike riders. There are no bike lanes and the North B Street between Bercut Street and 16th Street Clearly marked bike lanes and improved lighting.
lighting is inadequate to see these folks when traveling this route at night.
213 | 04/12/2013 [lack of bike lanes on Truxel Rd Truxel Rd & 1-80 reconfigure onramps to be lower speed and add bike lanes
212 | 04/12/2013 |There is a trail running north and south across the new | 80 bike bridge.
This trail ends at Garden Hwy. Just before climbing to Garden Hwy. there
is a very nice trail that runs parallel with Garden past a relatively new set of
office buildings. The trail abruptly ends at a park. Why not continue the
trail east through the wonderful stand of oaks to the next street.
211 [ 04/11/2013
210 | 04/11/2013
209 [ 04/11/2013 |Bike lanes are already in use. Valley Hi drive from Franklin blvd. to Center Parkway has painted bike N/A
lanes.
208 | 04/11/2013
207 | 04/10/2013
206 | 04/10/2013 |Bike lanes east-west downtown, either J or L or | streets. Bike crossing of |Truxel/Garden Highway
205 [ 04/10/2013 [None. None. None.
204 | 04/10/2013
203 | 04/10/2013 |pedestrian and bicycle on-street improvements and RR overcrossings Curtis Park former "railyards" site.  Franklin Blvd. between Sutterville Moving up the construction of the pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing for more
Road and Broadway. Broadway between Franklin Blvd. and 11th Street. [direct access to the SCC light rail station/bus transfer. Bike lanes on
Freeport Blvd. between Sutterville Road and 4th Avenue. Franklin Blvd. between Sutterville Road and Broadway. Bike lanes on
Broadway. Bike lanes on Freeport.
202 | 04/10/2013
201 04/10/2013 [Allow cyclists to only be required to yield at Stop signs and stop at red lights|All intersections within Sacramento. Revise the local traffic laws and advertise it on local TV and radio stations.
and then proceed when safe without waiting for a green light.
200 | 04/10/2013
199 | 04/09/2013
198 | 04/09/2013 [A bike trail- safe trail well established See #2 Bike/ pedestrian friendly bridges
197 | 04/09/2013
196 | 04/09/2013
195 | 04/09/2013
194 | 04/09/2013
193 | 04/09/2013
192 | 04/09/2013 [Improve safety of Hwy 99 bike/pedestrian bridge. The bridge is between the Hwys 50 and 15/I180 onramp and the 12 st exit on |Better lighting for night use and better visibility (take the plant growth off) to
Hwy 99. decrease isolation when using the bridge.
191 04/09/2013 |wrench the American River Parkway in the City of Sacramento away from _[Discovery Park to Watt avenue competent management of existing system. Those rascals at the county
190 | 04/09/2013 |crosstown biking across major arteries 24 th street and P all other busy intersections on the 24th street bike route have 4 way stops
except P
189 | 04/09/2013 |see 1-6 see 1-6 See 1-6
188 | 04/09/2013 [Connect bike traffic on G Street and H Street to Old Sacramento thru the  |A) Create a bike route connecting the west ends of H & G Streets to the On street bikeways on H & G Streets. Lanes and directional signage on the|
Amtrack Station. train station.  B) Create a bike route through the train station property to [train station property and at 2nd and | street.
187 | 04/09/2013 |A safer way to bike to CSUS. The area near Folsom Blvd and 65 Street. Some way around this intersection.
186 | 04/09/2013
185 [ 04/09/2013 |Improved access between Woodlake area and the bike trail. Safe bike over 160 Wider bridge at Canterbury or a designated bike/pedesterian bridge over
184 | 04/09/2013
183 | 04/09/2013 |none none
182 | 04/09/2013 [Getting across hwy 160. There are currently no bike lanes what so ever Leisure lane exit off 160 Urban interchange with bike lanes
181 | 04/09/2013
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What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
180 [ 04/09/2013 [carlson and H, unsafe lights for bicyclists entrance to river park more bike lanes better lights
179 | 04/09/2013
178 | 04/09/2013 [1) No safe connection for cyclists to Ueda bikeway from all the bikeways in |East-west off street bikeway connection to Ueda bikeway from Club Center|Construct offstreet bikeway connection from N end of Commerce Blvd
N Natomas. Cycling on Del Paso Rd and Elkhorn are both dangerous. drive or OFF-street on N frontage of Del Paso blvd. along Elkhorn to Natomas blvd.. Stay at road grade but Set back from
Insufficient bike lane on del paso rd.  2) need bikeway connectivity road for safety so families can cycle. (Avoid wildlife nature area)
between long N-S Bikeway running along Maybrook/Commerce to
Natomas blvd canal bikeway on North end.
177 04/09/2013
176 | 04/09/2013 [Resurface the bike path from Del Paso Blvd to the entrance to Old see#7 Resurfacing
175 | 04/09/2013 Del Paso Blvd. and Arden Way is impossible to negotiate as a pedestrian.
A bridge might help.
174 | 04/09/2013 [The issue | brought up under "Major Street Improvements" is also a
173 | 04/09/2013 |safe bike access to bike trail from neigborhoods Dead Mans Slough overcross at Royal Oaks and Canterberry Rd overcross|Tearing down existing structures, converting hwy 160 to an expressway
with street level stop lighted intersections at Royal Oaks and Canterberry
Rd,
172__| 04/09/2013
171 | 04/08/2013
170 | 04/08/2013 |Increased numbers of protected bikeways parallel to downtown/midtown Downtown/midtown grid--C Street to Broadway, Front Street to Alhambra  |Protected bike corridors, sharrows and bike paths on larger number of
streets central city streets.
169 | 04/08/2013 |Bike lanes on 65th Street 65th street between Folsom and Florin There is no Bike lane now
168 | 04/08/2013 [Bike lane H St. and Carlson On-street bikeway
167 | 04/08/2013
166 | 04/08/2013 [All of North Broadway should be bicycle friendly Franklin to Millers Park off street bikeway would be safer for bikers
165 | 04/08/2013 [Put a real bike lane on Stockton blvd From 21st ave all the way downtown Narrow the side walk. It's not much used
164 | 04/08/2013 [Designated Bike lanes on Carlson Drive and H Street/J Street Carlson Drive and H Street/J Street On street bikeway
163 | 04/08/2013
162 | 04/08/2013 I also would like to see SAFE ways for bicyclists to cross freeway entrances|65th Expressway at 50 freeway. Watt at 50 freeway, and there are many  |Probably motorists should have a stop sign or light right at the entrance or
and exits (off of streets.) Also, the light rail should really allow bicyclists to |more throughout the city. exit from freeway, so that peds and bikes can safely cross.
enter the trains from the elevated platforms reserved for the disabled. For
those of us with heavy bikes, it is not possible to get on and off the train, up
and down the stairs that fast (or safely.)
161 04/08/2013 [Adding a bike lane in the Carlson/H St/J St areas by Sacramento State Carlson at H and J streets Bike lanes would make it considerably safer
160 | 04/08/2013 |A asphalt/concrete (TBD) pathway to supporting pedestrians and bikers "Bowtie" section of Power Inn and U.P. crossing (same as before Our concern is those who are forced to walk/bike on Power Inn Rd. without
alongside the landscaping on Power Inn Rd. mentioned). warning the sidewalk ends. It's a hazard with large scale trucks driving fast
down the street - and no bus service.
159 | 04/08/2013 [There is no good bicycle route from Midtown to downtown. K street dies One road needs to go east west - K Street Mall needs to be made Bike
into the Mall that is Iffy about bikes, do they allow bikes yet? No route on L Open and states as such. RT needs to acknowledge that there are
street 21st, | street does not have bike lanes. Bikes are not allowed to ride hundreds of examples of public squares in Europe that allow bikes and light|
in Capital Park. If you are in Midtown on K street, and want to go downtown, rail to coexist.
you have to go all the way to O street or H street. This is not very bike
friendly.
158 | 04/08/2013
157 | 04/08/2013 |bike lane on 65th from 14th - Elvas A bike lane would be nice. | ride my bike to work and cars are always trying
to run me down, or so it feels like it.
156 | 04/08/2013 |better bike path from north natomas into downtown on the east side of the |The area between Arco Arena and discovery park is difficult to navigate on |Specific bike lanes/ bridges to parallel Truxel bivd all the way to garden
5. a bicycle when you are east of the 5. highway.
155 | 04/08/2013 [Keeping the bike lane cleaner of glass and debrie. Mack Road
154 | 04/08/2013
153 [ 04/08/2013 |see previous see previous see previous
152 | 04/08/2013
151 04/08/2013 [None I'll leave this up to the cyclists At my age, | don't ride a bicycle
150 | 04/08/2013
149 | 04/08/2013 [Improve bicycle access from River Park to Downtown, avoiding Carlson South side of American River levee Paved bike trail from CSUS to Sutters Landing Park
and H St.
148 | 04/08/2013 [We don't bicycle
147 | 04/08/2013 [There is not an easy way on to the American River Parkway on H. The Along H Street from the bridge crossing Camillia Street, Carlson Drive, 1. Extend the American River Parkway trail along this side on the river all
pathway really needs to take cyclist off-road from the trail past the flood under the railroad tracts, to Elvas the way to downtown provide safe point of entrance and exit. 2. Create an
gates. There also needs to be good signage to let out of area cyclist know off-road bike trail that parallels H Street from the bridge all the way to Elvas.
where to enter and exit safely
146 | 04/08/2013 |Bicycle safety on Carlson Drive as it crosses H Street and J Street. Carlson Drive as it crosses H Street and J Street More clearly defined bike lanes and a less chaotic intersection.
145 | 04/08/2013 [Currently, a small section of 24th St. is part of the bike route however, Hollywood Park, 24th St., Fruitridge Road, Sutterville bypass. Make 24th St. a walkable, bike friendly area instead of a speedway that it is
there is no painted lanes designating it as such. Divert bike route into currently.
Hollywood Park off of 24th from Fruitridge Road to Sutterville bypass.
144 | 04/08/2013
143 | 04/08/2013 [The disconnect between the American River Bike Trail and H Street See above Better striping. Also better signing so that bicyclists don't try to cross J

Street as it approaches the bridge
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What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Re?rd Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
142 | 04/08/2013 |unsafe intersection transitions hlj/carlson re-striping bike lanes, green bike zones at the front of intersections
141 04/07/2013 |1 would like traffic slowed and bike lanes from 28th to 4th Street along See number 7 See number 7
Broadway so it is safe and encourages people to bike.
140 | 04/07/2013
139 | 04/07/2013 [Again, Entrance to River Park. The cyclists are coming and going to the H Street and Carlson Dr. Re-working the way the roads meet. IT needs a complete rethink and
bike trail and CSUS, and it is dangerous right there. There have been redesign. | wish it were as simple as a new signal or sign, but | think any
several bikers struck and three killed since | have lived in River Park (five signage is insufficient in the face of the many streets adjoining, and the one:
years), so | imagine perhaps more in the years before | was here. way roads. Its so confusing for people and bikers, and they just end up in
the wrong place. Maybe a little bridge overpass?
138 | 04/07/2013
137 | 04/07/2013 [Get Bikes off H / J / Folsom by educating bicycles to use M Street. East Sac 30th - 58th Street See above.
136 | 04/07/2013 [See above See above See above
135 | 04/07/2013
134 | 04/07/2013
133 | 04/07/2013 |everything promoted & advised by SABA NA see above
132 | 04/07/2013 |People thinking they own the streets and side walks because thier on a bike|city wide Bike ways stopping and starting before and after intersections
131 04/07/2013 [To get bicycles off sidewalks; relocate bike lanes between sidewalk and car
park lane like is done in Golden Gate Park or parts of Europe.
130 | 04/07/2013
129 | 04/07/2013
128 | 04/07/2013
127 | 04/07/2013 [Bicycle infrastructure in South Oak Park areas. 1. Franklin Boulevard south of Sutterville. 2. 21st Ave. West of Franklin On-street bikeway to improve safety especially on Franklin Blvd.
Blvd./East of MLK.
126 | 04/07/2013
125 | 04/07/2013 [Many bicyclists fail to obey rules of the road. Disregard of stop signs, red |Mostly Midtown license bicycalysts after a written test. Or use public service
124 04/05/2013
123 | 04/06/2013
122 | 04/06/2013
121 | 04/06/2013
120 | 04/06/2013 Lighted Crosswalk at Gateway Oaks and Venture Oaks where the bike path
comes out to Gateway Oaks closest to West El Camino.
119 | 04/06/2013 [Add bike lanes for all streets as they cross under the 29th-30th and W-X  |All streets that currently have bike lanes but that are missing bike lanes for |On-street bikeway.
freeways. Many streets that currently have bike lanes end them as the the portions of those streets that cross under freeways. Example: H Street
streets cross under these freeways, endangering cyclists. between 29th and 30th Streets
118 [ 04/06/2013 http://carlsoncorridor.com/plan/
117 | 04/06/2013
116 | 04/06/2013 |See comment before. 1'd also like to see a bike boulevard network. We're
115 | 04/06/2013 |Safety for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing the street. Stockton Blvd. and Perry Ave. intersection. We need a crossing signal and crosswalk for foot and bicycle traffic
traveling East on Perry Ave. to cross Stockton Blvd.
114 | 04/06/2013
113 | 04/06/2013 |Better bike lanes from H Street bridge onto H to 57th & J Streets to 58th,  |As listed in 7 above, Reduce posted traffic speed, clearly indicate bicycle crossing area. What
esp on J where Elvas connects onto east bound J street. Merging, non about H street westbound from bridge to Carlson being designated only for
yielding cars present danger to bicyclists pedestrians, bicycles, River Park traffic only? Then, build a safe passage
corridor for bicylists & walkers from H street onto the campus on the south
side of J street?
112 | 04/06/2013
111 | 04/06/2013
110 | 04/06/2013
109 | 04/06/2013
108 | 04/06/2013
107 | 04/06/2013 [The cars are speeding and traveling into the bike lane. Itis very dangerous|All the way down Elvas and C Street. Slowing the cars.
for bikes.
106 | 04/06/2013 |Creating a continuous bike route from midtown into Curtis Park on 24th 24th street from X Street to Donner. reducing from four lanes to two lanes between X and Broadway (with a turn
street for safety. lane north of the browdway intersection headed southbound instead of a
traffic lane, from Broadway to 2nd Avenue convert one lane in each
direction to parallell parking next to a bike lane), bike signage and chevrons
on the road for a bike route where space does not allow (from 2nd avenue
to Donner), and posting 25mph speed limits throughout the route.
105 | 04/06/2013 [There are NO bicycle crossing along 160 currently. | would want you to Royal Oaks and Canterbury Removing the overcrossings at Royal Oaks and Canterbury Roads.
consider changing that.
104 | 04/06/2013
103 [ 04/06/2013 [Designation of bike lanes on all streets in the downtown area. See comment 2 locations Initial purchase of bike sharing system.
102 | 04/06/2013 [Connecting the bike trail from West of 160 to East of 160 with an
101 04/05/2013 | The skyway would be a big improvement for bike riders. See item 2 See items1-3
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What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
100 | 04/05/2013
99 04/05/2013 |lack of bike facilities on 12th 12th Street from Richards to North B Cycletrack to replace the #4 lane
98 04/05/2013 [Dedicated bike lane in existing H St east merge to Carlson. Bike H St and Carlson, Carlson and J, H street east merge to Carlson, J Street [Abandonment of H Street vehicular merge east to Carlson(bike lane would
intersection signals. Lighting in entire corridor west merge to H(to Carlson) be created from H Street west at Rail bridge to Carlson in old vehicle/bike
merge lane). Creation of a three lane(one lane west, 2 lanes east on H from
the railroad bridge to Carlson.Reduction of J Street west merge to H from
two lanes to one lane with road narrowing and enhanced signage.
Increased bike lanes through striping street size reduction on H west from J
to railroad bridge. Speed and increased traffic volume have made this
corridor and especially the intersection of Carlson and H (and the H Street
merge to Carlson)deathtraps.
97 04/05/2013 [see note Carlson and H
96 04/05/2013
95 04/05/2013 |freeport blvd 21st to city college
94 04/05/2013 [none
93 04/05/2013 |Cyclists on the sidewalk! Throughout Midtown, but L Street is a good enough example -- from 21st to [Enforcement.
28th on L Street.
92 04/05/2013
91 04/05/2013 |Lack of connectivity. American River between Hwy 160 and H Street. Bike/pedestrian bridge near Capital City Freeway.
90 04/05/2013 [Safe bicycle riding on Stockton Blvd. Stockton Blvd from Fruitridge to Alhambra Blvd. Designated on street bikeways
89 04/05/2013 | Ticket for bicyclists who run North-South stop signs across J, K, L in Ticket for bicyclists who run North-South stop signs across J, K, L in Ticket for bicyclists who run North-South stop signs across J, K, L in
Midtown, across 15th 16th 10th 9th south of Q Street, and across all of Q  |Midtown, across 15th 16th 10th 9th south of Q Street, and across all of Q ~ [Midtown, across 15th 16th 10th 9th south of Q Street, and across all of Q
Street. Increase ticketing of sidewalk riders about 600%. | am a bike rider. |Street. Increase ticketing of sidewalk riders about 600%. | am a bike rider. |Street. Increase ticketing of sidewalk riders about 600%.
88 04/05/2013 [continuous bicycle lanes and Bike lanes are needed throughout the city, but specifically in locations We need more CONTINUOUS bike lanes that connect communities to
where bike lanes end in major corridors like L Street west of 15th, J St, and [workplaces downtown. Too many bike lanes just end before downtown or
N St/Folsom. end in intersections where cars and bikes are struggling to share the same
space.
87 04/05/2013 |See the sharrow lanes 5th and 16th on H and | streets Sharrow lanes to give authoritative signals that bicycles are more safely
able to access the intermodal Sacramento Valley Station
86 04/05/2013 |Carlson and H is “squared up” — what are now three eastbound lanes on H |Carlson Drive & H street http://carlsoncorridor.com/plan/full-improvements/
approaching Carlson, each separated by dozens of feet of concrete curbs
are whittled down to two eastbound lanes in a traditional intersection
approach. All of the reclaimed space is used to create a miniature park,
and Carlson gets a protected left turn lane onto westbound H. A
separated two-way bike path runs along the north edge of H Street, linking
Carlson and H to the American River Parkway Trail. ~ One lane of
westbound H is converted to eastbound travel, for use by buses and fire
engines, and a stub of road is closed off and reclaimed as green space.
Space is reclaimed from extra-wide Carlson to construct a full-sized,
partially green-painted bike lane.  The west side of Carlson gets a proper
sidewalk and high-visibility crosswalks, making travel easier and safer for
pedestrians.  Bike boxes and advance stop bars — elements of the Paint
Only approach, feature in here as well.
85 04/05/2013
84 04/05/2013 [Access between the Sacramento Valley Station and downtown Sacramento|l Street between 16th and 5th Street and 5th Street from Capitol Mall to | Reduce travel lanes on | from 3 to 2 and use the surplus space for a
immediately to the east and south Street buffered bike lane. Install a painted (green) bike lane from Nto L and a
physically separated bike lane (cycle track) from L to I. Reduce travel lanes
on J Street from 3 to 2 between 6th and 13th and use the surplus space for
a buffered bike lane. Existing conditions leading to and from the station are
extremely hazardous for most bike-riders.
83 04/05/2013 |Sutterville road (I know that Freeport boulevard is already in the works for  [Sutterville road, Franklin Boulevard to Freeport Boulevard. Please! Please! a bike/pedestrian bridge. Do not wait for Curtis Oaks to be
2014). developed to build the overpass!!!! please! It would make a huge difference.
82 04/05/2013 |Complete south levee path from discovery park to sutter's landing, but must{South American River levee bridge over Richards; and clear couple gates along levee to east, pave it
get past Richards Blvd somehow. from Richards to Sutter's Landing.
81 04/05/2013 |A good way to get cyclists from M St. (say M St. & 56th St.) to Sac see above It's a tough one but SABA did a study on it. Ask them. At least mark the
State/the American River Bike Trail. bike options along J St. from 57th through to the river. | don't know what's
legal along there and I'd like to know how to bike that stretch without
breaking the law.
80 04/05/2013
79 04/05/2013
78 04/04/2013 |Hazard to bicycles caused by granite rocks embedded in roadway across |11th Street and R Street grind down or remove granite rocks from the north- and south-bound bike

bike lane.

lanes
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What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
77 04/04/2013 |cycling route improvements on heavy automobile trafficked streets J and | (especially where lanes split to freeway entry to old sac), entire 15th |on street bike lanes
& 16th and Broadway (from 3d to 32d)
76 04/04/2013
75 04/04/2013 | A bike path on the levy from downtown to Freeport Remove the fences on the levy in the little Pocket area and in Greenhaven |Remove the fences on the levy in the little Pocket area and in Greenhaven
74 04/04/2013
73 04/04/2013 |Potholes and visibility 1) Section of American River Trail at C Street Entrance stretching all the Repaving and filling in potholes. Statistics show more riders (specifically
way to Howe Avenue at Fulton.  2) All on-street bikeways in town women) will ride bicycles when the bike-ways are functional and not
hazardous.
72 04/04/2013
71 04/04/2013 |In heavy precipitation years, the Parkway trail floods and Highway 160 is  [The parts I'm most familiar with are the Parkway Trail from Northgate to Cal|Because of the nature of the route, it may be necessary to finish out the trail
the only alternate route, which is a terrible, terrible, terrible route for a Expo. on the south bank of the American River between CSUS and Sutter's
bicyclist. Landing (and then on to Richards) to provide off-street bikeway
connectivity to the Parkway trail at CSUS. Connectivity to the Arden area
could be provided with a bike/ped bridge near the Capital City Freeway
bridge.
70 04/04/2013
69 04/04/2013 | Stockton blvd is in desperate need of bike lanes!! Stockton blvd. Specifically near the Med Ctr. Widen street to add bike lanes.
68 04/04/2013 |1. signage (routes) 2. routes for timid riders, families, etc. 1. city wide 2. central city, east sac, oak/tahoe park (east/west) 1. routes with directional and distance signage are desperately needed. 2.
routes along slow/low volume streets that give priority to the bicyclist
(remove some stop signs, improve major crossings) along the route.
67 04/04/2013
66 04/04/2013
65 04/04/2013
64 04/04/2013 [Bikes on Broadway The stretch of Broadway from 5th Street to Franklin on-street striped bike lanes
63 04/04/2013 |It is unclear how bike traffic is to get safely from the end of the M Street Elvis and 52nd Street. East Sacramento State on Fair Oaks Blvd.
Bike Path across Elvis into Sacramento State University, and back. Fair
62 04/04/2013
61 04/03/2013 |None. n/a n/a
60 04/03/2013 [Better access to the American River Parkway Anywhere between SR 160 and Howe Avenue Additional bike/pedestrian bridge near Business 80 / RR crossings.
59 04/03/2013 | Traffic too fast and not safe for adults and children to bicycle to and from  |34th Street & Broadway on-street bikeways
parks, post office, housing, restaurants, etc. in Oak Park in partnership with
Oak Park's Land Use Committee
58 04/03/2013 |Add bike lanes on the J and | street corridors in downtown/midtown From 3rd street east to 29th street along J and | streets on-street bike lanes. Remove the third vehicle lane and add bike lanes on
both sides of the roadway
57 04/03/2013 (65th Street 65th Street from Hiram Johnson to J Street. Bike facilities in general. If the GP calls for higher density assuming it is a
TOD corridor, bicycle facilities are necessary!!!!!
56 04/03/2013 [Improve the on-street bikeway on 65th Street 65th Street between 21st Ave and Folsom on-street bikeway
55 04/03/2013 (widening bike lanes on Broadway from 59th to 65th. Creating a bike lane |See above bike ped bridge for 65th
and pedestrian walk way on 65th toward Folsom (by the freeway on ramp)
54 04/03/2013
53 04/03/2013 |Improving bike access throughout the city to the American River Parkway [Throughout the city. Taking a holistic approach--all three improvements: on-street bikeway, off-
Trail. street bikeway, and bike/pedestrian bridge.
52 04/03/2013 [bike lines are missing 14th Avenue on-street bikeway
51 04/03/2013 |off road trail in the south area, from Florin to |-50
50 04/03/2013 |no bikeway connectivity or safety at many freeway underpasses and for 1) The entire length of Broadway 2) 34th street from 12th ave to Folsom |1) Class Il bike lanes along Broadway and 34th street would greatly
major N/S E/W bikeways through the City 3) Bike trails and connectivity to existing bike trails along the American improve access to City resources from the growing community of North
River and Sacramento River Oak Park, which has a high percentage of cyclists, some of which who rely
49 04/03/2013 |Improve and add bicycle lanes in the midtown/downtown area, to streets
such as J street. There is also a lack of bicycle parking in downtown, this
needs to be improved. Or the bike parking is not very effective.
48 04/03/2013
47 04/03/2013 |Bikes in traffic Watt Avenue from Jackson Road to Elk Grove On street bike lane.
46 04/03/2013 |Train track crossing on Sutterville Road is too steep for bikes Sutterville Road train track crossing (between Franklin Blvd and Freeport |New, separate/dedicated, and less steep bike bridge or crossing
Blvd)
45 04/03/2013 |continuity of bike lanes on J St - so that a bicyclist can go over the | Street |J Street where there are no bike lanes (between 5th and 6th and 8th and  |on-street bikeway and signage about sharing the road with bicyclists - I've
bridge, down the 15 off-ramp, onto J St, and either continue on J St or get  |9th) been yelled at to "go bike on the sidewalk"
over to H St easily. And improved signage about sharing the road with
bicyclists!
44 04/03/2013
43 04/03/2013
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Bicycle Program - Survey Results

What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? What is the exact location? Please |nd|cat.e the street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes

# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o

Please be specific.

42 04/03/2013 |improve bicycle access across the river, connecting West | street Bridge ON STREET Bikeways everywhere. perhaps PEDESTRIAN BIKE BRIDGE]
Sacramento/Broderick, to Downtown Sacramento... WEST SAC Bicycling OVER SAC RIVER ADJACENT TO OLD SACRAMENTO, INTO WEST
will depend on access to SAC. IMPROVE THE CURRENT WEST SAC- SACRAMENTO/BRODERICK
SAC CORRIDOR = The | Street Bridge. it's in terrible condition, and the
sidewalk where bikes must go is beat up and uneven

41 04/03/2013 |North 12th North 16th North B St. N 12th from 160 to C Street N 16th from 160 to C Street North B from Addition of on-street bike lanes for safety of bicyclists

Sequoia Pacific to N 16th

40 04/03/2013 |Need more bike paths in downtown sac. It is easy to get to midtown, but
from there it is either sharing the road with cars or the sidewalk. Also,
areas as indicated for bicycles in midtown are routinely used for garden
debris and garbage can pickups, which are hazardous when bicycling in
night, even with proper bicycle lighting.

39 04/03/2013 [Bike Lanes on 34th St between McGeorge Law School / McClatchy Park and the Hwy |Provide bike lanes to connect McClatch Park to the existing bike lanes in

50 underpass. the grid at the 34th St and Hwy 50 underpass.

38 04/03/2013 | 1. More dedicated bike lanes, bike boulevards 2. Require bike parking 1. Stockton Boulevard, Broadway 2. city-wide 1.More bike lanes 2. bike parking
outside new businesses

37 04/03/2013

36 04/03/2013 |Establish a better bike route off of 65th St towards the river

35 04/03/2013 |A bridge across the American River near Discovery park would keep us off |discovery park a bridge
the freeway

34 04/03/2013

33 04/03/2013 |Extend the bike lane on Stockton Blvd. from Broadway to T St. There is Stockton Blvd. between Broadway and T St. Add a bike lane, so that it will be easier to travel between the Oak
currently a gap in the bike path over that one-mile stretch, so to get from Park/Tahoe Park and Midtown/East Sac/Med Center areas by bicycle.
Stockton/Broadway to T St or vice versa, cyclists have to choose either an
inconvenient long route around, or a dangerous ride down the section of
Stockton without a bike path.

32 04/03/2013

31 04/03/2013

30 04/03/2013 |Bicycle lanes that end!!! L at 15th. Continue the bicycle lane on L Street west of 15th Street.

29 04/03/2013

28 04/03/2013

27 04/03/2013 |Widen bike lanes on Broadway east of Martin Luther King Blvd. Broadway and Martin Luther King Blvd See previous suggestion.

26 04/03/2013

25 04/03/2013 |Bike lanes must be painted along Broadway from Front Street through to  |Bike lanes must be painted along Broadway from Front Street through to  [Bike lanes must be painted along Broadway from Front Street through to
Stockton Boulevard. Stockton Boulevard. Stockton Boulevard.

24 04/03/2013 |Since the city just added Del Rio Road as a city bike route without notifying [From Del Rio Road/Lucio Lane to Del Rio Road/Noonan Drive If you are not willing to add bike lanes and or any of my previous
the neighbor's that they were going to do this they should have also added suggestions you should take off the bike route signs for safety issues that
sides walks/ bike lanes, etc instead of just adding random bike route signs all these additional bikes are coming through the neighborhood
throughout the new route.

23 04/03/2013 |Please see above Mainly Broadway is my big complaint; it is not bike friendly right now. MLK |See above please

Blvd, by contrast, is great!

22 04/03/2013

21 04/03/2013

20 04/03/2013 |Bike/Ped bridge connecting South Natomas with downtown Truxel or Natomas Park Drive at Garden hwy. West and North Natomas  |Bike bridge

have a connector, but South Natomas remains cut off. In the winter no one
can cross by bike because access to the Discovery Park bridges is flooded

19 04/03/2013

18 04/03/2013

17 04/03/2013 This would apply wherever bicycles and other vehicles and pedestrians are

using the streets.

16 04/03/2013 |A Bike lane on 65th Street, connecting 14th ave to Hornet Crossing (north (65th Street from 14th Ave to Elvas Ave. On or off-street bikeway needs to be implemented
of Folsom Blvd)

15 04/03/2013

14 04/03/2013 |On street bikeways are a first priority to get more bikes and less cars to
downtown Sacramento. Also, any rails to trails conversions for walking and
biking should be considered.

13 04/03/2013

12 04/02/2013 [none N/A N/A

1 04/02/2013 [Convert the former railroad right of way from Land Park to the town of See above Need to consider the issues of traffic crossing at Sutterville, Fruitridge,
Freeport into a bike trail. Blair, Florin, and Meadowview. Direct commuter route from South Sac to

Downtown thru densely populated communities. Remove bicycle traffic
from Freeport Blvd commute.

10 04/02/2013 [Bike lanes along Stockton Boulevard. On Stockton Blvd. From Fruitridge Blvd. to Alhambra Blvd. on street bikeway.

9 04/02/2013

8 04/02/2013 [Bike lanes over Business 80 at Marconi. Business 80 at Marconi. Bike lanes over Business 80 at Marconi.

7 04/02/2013

6 04/02/2013
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What improvement (on-street bikeway, off-street bikeway, or

. . . What is the exact location? Pl indicate the street nam . . . h y .
Record Date |What specific bikeway issue do you want us to consider? at is the exact locatiol ease ind cale e street name bike/pedestrian bridge) do you believe will address the issue? Notes
# and cross streets or the area and boundaries. o
Please be specific.
5 04/02/2013 |bike lanes on stockton stockton between broadway and alhambra bike lanes
4 04/02/2013 [none. there are enough and bikers seldom if ever obey traffic signales.
3 04/02/2013 |See item 1. See item 1. See item 1.
2 04/02/2013
1 04/02/2013 |Old Sacramento needs to be friendly to bicyclists both as a point of

destination and a point of debarkation. Current lanes are designed to allow
access around Old Sacramento, but do not adequately allow access from
the waterfront and over the railroad tracks to the American River Bike Trail,
or through | Street because the bike lane stops at the south side of | Street
at 3rd.
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